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to that effect is made under the Act. The Bill does not| namages for Injury by Negligence to a Wealthy 
ePpeer to reproduce the amendments which were made in Plaintiff. 

Bi 


of last year, but clause 10 requires that the direction 
of a testator or settlor that specific powers shall not be exer- 
cised by the public trustee shall have effect given to it; and 
clause 11, which confers a rule-making power on the Lord 
Chancellor, provides for the making of rules (inter alia) “for 
the employment by the public trustee of any particular bankers 
who have been ordinarily employed by the person creating the 
trust or otherwise in relation to the trust property,” and for 
‘the employment with respect to any trust of bankers, solicitors, 
accountants, brokers, and other persons who have been 
habitually employed by the person creating that trust or in 
relation to that trust.” The importance of the Bill depends on 
whether it is to be really pressed on in Parliament, or whether the 
subject is going to be dealt with separately by the Lord 
Chancellor, but until something is known as to the probable 
course of events its progress should be carefully watched. The 
Bill shews no sign of any attempt to limit the functions of the 
public trustee to the safe custody of trust property. 


The Method of Legislation. 


Ir was been hoped that the Government, with their large 
majority, might make some improvements in the form of legis- 
on, as the present methods of drafting have been brought to 
a state of perfection (or imperfection) mainly through the desire 
to lessen the opportunities for opposition to a Bill in its course 
through the House of Commons. One of the first Government 
Bills to be printed does not afford any basis for the realization 
of that hope. It amends the law as to the notification of 
accidents in mines and factories. ‘To understand the five enact- 
ing clauses of the Bill, it is necessary to refer to the same number 
of Acts of Parliament. It should, however, be stated that an 
excellent prefatory memorandum accompanies the Bill, which 
has been introduced, on behalf of the Home Office, by Mr. 
Heasert Sauvet. Another Government Bill which has been 
brought in seems to be unusual in its form. Its object is to 
continue the Wireless Telegraphy Act, 1904. The customary 
procedure is to extend the duration of time mentioned in the 
original Act for a further definite period. But the present Bill 
proposes that “‘the Wireless Telegraphy Act, 1904, shall con- 
tinue in force until Parliament otherwise determines,” and is, 
therefore, quite vague in its terms. 


Taxation of Costs. 


Tue pecision of Farwett, J., in Re Grant, Bulcraig, § Co. (54 
W. RB. 165) shews the limitations under which the taxing-master 
works in taxing a bill of coste. He has no power to add or 
strike out items ; his functions are merely to tax and settle the 
bill. ‘To ‘tax,’” inthe words of the learned judge, “is to 
deal seriatim with each item by way of allowance or disallowance. 
To ‘ settle’ is finally to ascertain the amount (if any) recover- 
able.” It follows that, where the solicitor has charged a wrong 
item, but bas not charged another similar amount which was 

ly due to him, the taxing-master cannot do substantial 
Justice by letting the wrong item stand. He must strike it out, 
and leave the solicitor to apply specially to the court 
as to the omitted item, if it is worth his while. In the 

t case the amounts in question were trifling. A sum 
of 3s. 4d. had been wrongly charged, and a proper charge 
of 4s. 6d. had been omitted. But apparently the disallowance 
of the 3s. 4d. was enough to throw the costs of the taxation on 
the solicitor under the one-sixth rule. It was held, however, 
that the taxing-master is at liberty to correct an error in casting 
the bill. The client is as competent to add up a row of figures 
as his solicitor, and when the bill is delivered with items 
erroneously cast, the taxing-master may treat the bill as 
delivered with the correct total. Ouse other point was involved 
in the case which is interesting with reference to the discussion 
ia Ke DBuckwell (50 W. BR. 629; 1902, 2 Ch. 596) and Le 
Kingdom (50 W. BR. 533; 1902, 2 Ch. 242) of the items which 
should be put respectively in the cash account and in the charges 
nccount. A deposit of £5, paid under rule 147 of the Bankruptcy 
Rules, 1896, on presentation of a bankruptcy petition, is properly 
iscluded in the solicitor’s bill of cwets, and will be pr ett in 
astiving at the twtal fur the one-sixth rule. 





Axonc THE curious problems in the law of damages which 
our courts have sometimes to consider is the proper measur 
of compensation for a plaintiff, following no occupation and 

sessed of enormous wealth, who brings his action to recover 
ra for an injury caused by the negligence of the defendant, 
All that the court can do is to give him a money compensation 
for the pain and suffering which he has undergone, but the lay, 
in theory at any rate, is no respecter of persons, and has some 
difficulty in expressing the sufferings of a millionaire in pounds, 
shillings, and pence. In a case entered for trial some years ago, 
the plaintiff, a third-class passenger at a time when it was not 
so usual for persons in easy circumstances to take third-class 
tickets as it is at the present day, sustained permanent 
injury owing to.a collision between his carriage and 
another, for which it was admitted that the defendant 
company was responsible. The legal advisers of the plain- 
tiff were somewhat surprised to find that he had recently 
retired from business, having accumulated about £100,000, and 
were rather embarrassed as to the exact amount which they 
should claim as damages. Some doubt afterwards arose as to 
the severity of the injury which the plaintiff had sustained, and 
the action was compromised by the payment of a sum which 
bore no relation to his circumstances. Thejudge, if the case had 
been heard, would probably, in the words of Lord Lynpavasr, 
have thrown the questiomat the heads of the jury by telling them 
that they must take ‘‘a reasonable” view of the matter. But 
such cases are at the present day occasionally decided by juiges 
without juries, and we should be interested to see whether a 
learned judge would state the priaciple which had guided him 
in assessing the amount. We can hardly suppose that, after 
finding the facts, he would content himself by swying that “on 
the whole” he considers that the plaintiff is entitled to a 
particular sum. 


The Art of Public Speaking and Recitation. 


We ruin« it is matter of regret that lectures on the art of 
public speaking, like that of Mr. Artnur Bovurcargr, the actor, 
at Eton last week, are not provided by the Inns of Court and the 
Law Society. We have not the slightest wish to speak in terms 
of disparagement of the learning displayed in certain lectures 
which are addressed to legal students. Lectures on Roman law, 
or even on the ancient Brehon lav, will always be followed with 
interest by a small number of those who are commencing their 
career in the legal profession. But the claims of the majority 
ought not to be disregarded. A large number of those who 
follow the common law side of the bar commence their practice 
in sessions or io the inferior courts three years after joining 
their inn, and many as solicitors will intend to practise 
in the county courts and before magistrates. They fiad in 
these tribunals small occasion for the little law which they 
have learned, but much to convince them of the truth of 
Mr. Bovrcuter’s saying that the gentle art of speaking dis- 
tinctly is vital to success in every walk of life. 1t is not too 
much to say that a large part of the nervousness of the debutant 
in court arises from his conciousness that he cannot, even in 
favourable circumstances, speak with ease, self-possession, and 
distinctness. He has never had the teaching, and there is 
nothing for him now but to begin and teach himself. It may 
be said that the result of this self-teaching is not unsatisfactory, 
and that the practitioner at circuit and sessions, or in the county 
court or before magistrates, is able, sooner or later, to read 
aloud and speak as distinctly as may be required. ‘The truth of 
this proposition need not be disputed, but in many cases the 
result is achieved by unnecessary labour and fatigue, and we 
see few specimens of the grace of the orator qt the bar or on the 
bench. Among those who remember the late Lord Corexmos 
there may be much difference of opinion as to the ability 
displayed in his speeches at the bar or in his judgments after 
he assumed the office of Lord Chief Justice. But we think all 
would agree in saying that his elocuti m was perfect. He spoke 
without the slightest appearance of effort; his articulation was 
always distinct, and the modulation of his voice and the 
em ha.is which he placed on his phrases were far beyond the 
reach of any criticism. This accomplishment always appe@ 
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to us to be due to careful instruction in early life rather than to 
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any extraordinary natural gifts. Lord Macavzay, in his account 
of the trial of Warren Hastines before the House of Lords, 
says that the reading of the charges and answers occupied two 
whole days, and was rendered less tedious than it would other- 
wise have been by the silver voice and just emphasis of Cowrzr, 
the clerk of the court. In a large proportion of the causes 
which are determined at the present 7 there is much reading 
of documents and ee pe io which is so often done in so 
droning a fashion that the visitor who enters the court for the 
first time quickly takes his departure. 


An Electoral Anomaly. 


Tue ELECTION for the City has drawn attention to a grievance 
of certain members of the Chancery bar. Two gentlemen, one 
at the common law bar with chambers in the Temple, the other 
at the Chancery bar with chambers in Lincoln’s-inn, live close 
together at a place fifteen miles from the Law Courts. ‘The 
first has a vote for the City, but the second has no vote 
for the borough of Holborn, in which his chambers are 
situated. Not long ago, the said gentleman lived in 
Kensington, and then he voted both for Kensington and 
Holborn. As soon, however, as he moved to his present 
residence, he lost his vote for Holborn. This is certainly an 
anomalous state of things, and somewhat hard on those members 
of the Chancery bar who like fresh air and a garden; but 
there are hundreds of others in the same unhappy condition. 
The right to vote in respect of the occupation of professional 
chambers depends primarily on section 27 of the Reform Act, 
1832, which, however, contains a proviso that no one shall be 
registered in respect of such occupation unless he shall 
have resided for six months next previous to the 15th 
of July within the borough or withia seven miles 
thereof. With regard to the City of London, however, it 
is provided, by section 46 of the Representation of the 
People Act, 1867, that residence within twenty-five miles of 
the City shall be sufficient. It appears, therefore, that those 
who occupy business premises in the City have a very much 
wider area in which to live without losing their votes in respect 
of those premises than those who occupy business premises in 
any other borough. Probably the idea of fixiog a limit 
of residence was to secure the borough vote only 
to those who were actively concerned in business in the 
borough; to exclude (¢g.) sleeping partners who moved 
away from the town, and perhaps only visited the business 
premises at long intervals, Seven miles was thought to be almost 
as far as anyone was in the least likely to live from his business 
if he went backwards and forwards every day. But means of 
locomotion have greatly changed since 1832, and men are every 
year driven to homes farther and farther ffdm the centres of our 
great towns into the country. It is probably easier to perform 
the double journey each working day to a place thirty miles 
away to-day than it was to a place seven miles distant when the 
Reform Act was passed. Of course, in London, business men 
have to go much farther out, if they wish to live in the country, 
than is the case in other large towns. As regards the City, this 
seems to be recognized, as well as the increased means of com- 
munication, by the Act of 1867. But the City is, after all, only 
a part of London, and it is not easy to see why men in business 
there should enjoy privileges not granted to the men of West- 
minster or the Strand or Holborn. We do not suggest that the 
City voters should be interfered with, but we do suggest that the 
others should have equal rights. Lincoln’s-ina should rise in 
its thousands and demand justice! 


Common Employment. 


Tux pocrrine of common employment is not very often heard 
of in the courts nowadays, as the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act has practically, to a great extent, destroyed its importance. 
The principle was, however, lately considered bya Divisional Court 
in the case of Zozeland y. West Ham Guardians (ante, p. 273). The 
plaintiff was a pauper inmate of a workhouse under the control 
of the defendants, and was seriously injured by the negligence 
of an electrician employed by the defendants, whom he had 
been ordered by the labour master to assist in some work. In 
an action for damages in the county court, the judge held that 





the plaintiff could not recover, as he was a fellow-servant in a 


common employment with the whose negligence had caused 
his ay. This decision the High Court has overruled, on the 
ground that the plaintiff was not a servant at all, and, therefore, 
could not be a fellow-servant with the other man, who un- 
doubtedly was a servant. Lord Bracxsurn explained the 
principle of the doctrine of common employment by saying that 
‘‘a servant who engages for the performance of services for 
compensation does, as an implied part of the contract, take 
upon himself, as between himself and his master, the natural 
risks and perils incident to the performance of such services; 
the presumption of law being that the compensation was 
adjusted accordingly, or, in other words, that these risks are 
considered in his wages.” If this is the real principle, no doubt 
the decision of the High Court was right, for the plaintiff had 
not agreed to perform any services and was not to receive any 
wages. If the relationship of master and servant depends on 
contract, as seems to be incapable of doubt, the man cortainly 
was not a servant. Neither was he a volunteer, for he was 
ordered to perform the work in question and might have been 
sent to prison if he had refused. The same liability to com- 
pulsory labour prevents us from regarding him asa guest. H» 
was not a prisoner, for he had not broken the law. The law of 
England does not recognizs the status of slavery. It seems, 
therefore, impossible to suggest any special description which 
fits this man’s legal relationship towards those for whom he was 
working. THe was, therefore, nothing more than a person. But 
the general rule is that a master is liab!e for injuries caused to 
any person by the negligence of his servant in the course of his 
employment. Is is true there are exceptions to this general rule, 
depending upon the relationship of the person to the master. 
If we cannot bring the person within any of these exceptions, it 
would seem that he must come under the general law ; and suv 
the court has decided. It seems, however, s mewhat anomalous 
that a pauper should be in a better position than he would be in 
if he was working for wager. 


Adulteration—Mode of Dividing Sample. 


No qvestion more frequently arises in the construction of 
penal statutes than the question whether the omission to 
comply with some regulation iu th» statutory procedure is fatal 
to a prosecution. It is not usual, either in contracts or ia Acts 
of Parliament, to state expressly whether what is to be done by 
one party is a condition precedent to the liability of the other ; 
the courts are left to decide, when the mater is brought before 
them, upon a consideration of the context, whether suc a con- 
dition ought necessarily to be implied? A case under the Sale 
ot Fvod and Drugs Acts, Lowery v. Jla'lard, decided by the 
Divisional Court on the 20th of Decomber, may be of some 
assistance in guiding justices to a right conclusion as to whether 
certain requirements are essential in the institution of a prosecr - 
tion. Section 14 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, 
enacts that where an article of food is purchased for the 
purpose of analysis, the person purchasing the article 
shall forthwith notify to the seller or his agent his 
intention to have it analyzed by the public analyst, and shall 
divide the article into three parts, to be then and there 
separated, and each part to be marked and sealed or fastene | 
up in such manner as its nature will permit, and shall, if 
required to do so, deliver one of the parts to the seller or his 
agent. He shall afterwards retain one of the parts for future 
comparison, and submit the third part, if he deems it right to 
have the article analyzed, to the analyst. In Lowery v. Mallard 
the article purchased was half a pint of brandy, and the person 
purchasing divided the sample into three parts, one containiag 
five ounces, one containiog about three ounces, and one contain- 
ing about two, but less than two and a-half, ounces. He gave 
the part containing five ounces to the public analyst, the part 
containing less than two and a-half ouaces to the seller, and he 
retained the part containing about three ounces fur future com- 
parison. It was not disputed that it would not be possible to 
get a complete — of a sanple of brandy containing only 
two and a-half or three ounces The court, without deciding 


that the three parts into which the article is divided must be 
mathematically equal or identical in every respect, held that 
each part must at least be sufficient for the purposes oontem- 
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plated by the statute, and inasmuch as two of the parts did not 
fulfil that purpose, the seller could not be convicted. We think 
that this decision is a necessary result of section 14, which 
requires that the seller should have proper means of checking 
the prosecutor’s analysis. 


Writ of Error. 


THE CONSIDERATION by the law officers of the point as to 
whether the Crown may move for a writ of error when the 
prisoner has taken no steps to reverse the sentence (see ante, 
p. 233), has brought to notice a rather important mistake in the 
last edition of Archbold’s Criminal Pleading. For the proposi- 
tion that a writ of error “‘lies at the suit either of the subject 
or of the Crown” the learned editor cites (p. 279) a leading 
American case, Sanges v. United States (144 U.8. 310). Mr. Justice 
Gray, in his judgment, prefaced a full review of the American 
law upon this subject by a statement of the English law, which 
he found to be ‘‘not wholly free from doubt.” The case under 
consideration was one in which the defendant had been acquitted, 
and throughout the judgment some distinction appears to be 
drawn between proceedings upon the conviction and acquittal of 
adefendant. ‘ But the theory,” continued the learned judge, 
“ that at common law the King could have a writ of error in a 
criminal case after judgment for the defendant has little support 
beyond sayings of Lord Coxe and Lord Hatz, seeming to imply, 
but by no means affirming it. . . . But whatever may have been, 
or may be, the law of England upon that question, it is settled 
by an overwhelming weight of American authority that the 
State has no right to sue out a writ of error upon a judgment in 
favour of the defendant in a criminal case, except under and in 
accordance with express statutes.”” In surveying the law in the 
various States, the learned judge found that the Supreme Court 
of Pennsylvania from an early period occasionally entertained, 
without question, writs of error sued out by the State in criminal 
cases. In this it was opposed by a host of decisions in other 
States, though in some the right had been given by positive 
statute. Although the court was not immediately concerned 
with the right of the State to bring in a writ of error when the 
defendant had been convicted, the whole force of the judgment 
supports the general statement, contained in the head-note, that 
“a writ of error does not lie in behalf of the United States in a 
criminal case.’ In addition, however, to this American case, the 
editor of Archbold cites two Irish cases, For v. 2. (10 Cox 502) 
and 2. v. Zevy (6 Cox 482), but in neither of them does the 
right of the Crown to move upon a wrongful conviction appear 
to have received attention. 


The Compensation Rate under the Licensing 
Act, 1904, 

WE PRINTED recently (ante, p. 255) a letter from “ Enquirer” 
raising an important point as to the apportionment between 
vendor and purchaser of licensed premises of the compensation 
rate levied under the Licensing Act, 1904, and a correspondent, 
whose letter we print elsewhere, makes an interesting contribu- 
tion to the discussion of the subject. The rate is levied under 
section 3 of the Act, which authorizes quarter sessions “in each 
year” to impose in respect of all existing on-licences renewed in 
respect of premises within their area charges at rates not 
exceeding the sums specified in the first schedule. And by sub- 
section 2 the charges payable under the section are to be “ levied 
and paid together with, and as part of, the duties on the corre- 
sponding excise licence.” The phrase “‘ineach year” seems to refer 
to the year in ordinary reckoning—that is, the period of twelve 
months beginning with the Ist of January, and the rate, there- 
fore, whenever made and paid, would be the rate fur such 
period. The provision that it is payable with the excise licence 
duty makes it payable on the 10th of October, so that the apparent 
effect is that, if the compensation rate is made, it is a rate pay- 
able on the 10th of October in respect of the current year from 
January to December. If this is so, the next question is whether 
itis an outgoing which should be apportioned as between vendor 
and purchaser, so that, as with other apportionable outgoings, it 
is paid by the vendor up to the date of completion and by the 
purchaser after that date. Outgoings of this nature are, in 
general, payments which are incident to the enjoyment of 


naturally makes the payments. But the compensation rats 
may perhaps be regarded asa piyment in the nature of ingny. 
ance, and then different considerations arise. The vendor makes 
sure of his purchase-money at the date of the contract—subj 

of course, to the contract being carried out. The pro 
ceases to be at his risk, and, if the purchaser wishes to protect 
himself, he must either obtain the benefit of the vendor's ingur. 
ance as from the date of the contract, or must effect a new 
insurance on his own account as from that date. 


The Theory of the Compensation Rate. 


OvR RECENT correspondent “ Enquirer” suggested that, since 
the Compensation rate is in the nature of insurance, and since 
any payment which is made as compensation after the date of 
the contract must go to the purchaser, a proportionate part of 
the rate as from such date should be paid by the purchaser, 
But we doubt whether this view, although at first sight attrac. 
tive, is really sound. The theory of the compensation rate 
is that the houses in respect of which licences are 
renewed profit by the extinction of the licences which are not 
renewed. There is, therefore, in theory, an increased income 
out of which the rate is paid. The vendor enjoys this till com- 
pletion, and consequently for the same period he pays the appor- 
tioned part of the rate. The operation of the rate is supposed 
to make it a matter of indifference to the owner of the premises 
whether the licence is renewed or not. As long as it is 
renewed, he reimburses himself for the burden of the compensa- 
tion rate by the increased profits. When it ceases to be renewed, 
he is then a claimant on the fund, and receives out of 
the fund the value of the licence. Probably, therefore, it is 
correct to treat the charge as an ordinary outgoing and 
to apportion it as between vendor and purchaser up to the 
date of completion. But then arises the question raised 
in the letter of our correspondent ‘“ A. S. A.,” as to the period to 
which the annual levy of the rate is to be charged. We have 
suggested above that this is the ordinary year in which the rate 
is levied, and our correspondent refers to a case in which 
the purchaser’s solicitors succeeded in maintaining this view. The 
vendor assumed that the year ran from the 10th of October, and he 
proposed to charge the purchaser with the part of the rate paid 
on that date apportioned up to completion, as though the rate 
were paid for the year in advance. The purchaser’s solicitors 
insisted that the rate was paid in respect of the current year, 
and in this way they materially altered its incidence. As the 
vendor acquiesced in this view, and as, for the reasons given 
above, it seems to be the natural outcome of the language of the 
Act, it may perhaps be taken to be correct. But the point is 
one of some nicety, and it is quite possible that it will be found 
to create difficulty in practice. 


The Education Acts. 


Tue impgnpinc Education Bill reminds us that, since the 
passing of the Elementary Education Act, 1870, more than 
twenty amending Education Acts have been placed on the 
statute book. A large part of the Act of 1870 was temporary 
only, and is quite out of date. The Act of 1876 established 
compulsory education, and the Act of 1890 made it almost 
entirely gratuitous. The Act of 1893 raised the age for exemp- 
tion from school attendance from ten to eleven years, and the 
Act of 1899 further raised it to twelve years. The Act of 1897 
greatly increased the Parliamentary grant in aid of voluntary 
schools “for the purpose of helping necessitous schools and 
helping their efficiency, due regard being had to the mainten- 
ance of voluntary subscriptions,” and the Elementary Education 
Act, 1897, increased the Parliamentary aid grant to 

public elementary schools. ‘he Board of Education Act, 
1899, established a separate Board of Education to take the 
place of the Education Department of the Privy Council, with a 
contiauing local habitation at Whitehall, Tne Education Act, 
1902, transferred the powers of school boards, elected by cumu- 
lative voting solely for education purposes, to committees of the 
county and the larger urban councils elected by single voting 
for general local purposes, and also gave to those committees the 
‘control of all secular instruction in public elementary schools 
not provided by them.” The Education (London) Act, 1903, 





premises, and the vendor, since he takes the rent-up to completion, 


applied the Act of 1902 to London. Finally the Education 
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Authority) Default Act, 1904, has enabled the Board of 
Education to pay, and make Crown debts of, sums which the 
Jocal authorities ought to have paid to school managers. This 
seems to be a case in which consolidation is greatly required. 








Taxation of Costs in Patent Actions. 


Tug justice of the remarks made by the Lords Justices in the 
case of Cole v. Saqui (37 W. R. 109, 40 Ch. D., at p. 134) as 
to the unfortunate nature of section 29, sub-section 6, of the 
Patents, Designs, and Trade Marks Act, 1883, has been 
frequently exemplified, and solicitors and counsel engaged in 
defending an action for infringement of a patent have often, 
through no fault of their own, found their client burdened with 
heavy costs, though his case has been conducted to a successful 
issue. That the sub-section has rendered the task of the judge 
or court in a patent action exceedingly difficult was pointed out 
by the Court of Appeal in Cole v. Sagui (supra), but that it has 
rendered the task of the taxing-master still more difficult was 
well illustrated in the case of Haskell Golf Ball Co. vy. Hutchison 
and Another (ante, p. 257), which came before Warnrineroy, J., 
on the 8th inst. In that case the defendant had succeeded 
before Bucktey, J., on the ground of want of novelty, and the 
hardship of his position may be well understood when it is 
stated that, out of a sum of £4,283, which was carried in as his 
bill of costs, the taxing-master allowed only £796, such a result 
being directly attributable to the malign influence of section 29 


6). 

: Rikon by itself, section 29 (6) of the Patents Act, 1883, seems 
clear enough; ‘they [the plaintiff or defendant, as the case 
may be| shall not be allowed any costs in respect of any 
particular delivered by them unless the same is certified by a 
court or judge to have been proven, or to have been reasonable 
and proper, without regard to the general costs of the case.” 
Clearly, if this were all, the taxing-master would net be justified 
in allowing a successful defendant the costs occasioned by 
proving, or attempting to prove, at the trial, any of the items 
set out in his particulars, and for which the court or a judge 
has not granted a certificate under section 29 (6). But the 
question is complicated further by R. 8S. C., 1883, ord. 32, r. 4, 
and ord. 65, r. 2; and also by the fact that the same expert 
witnesses are often used by the defendants to prove the non- 
infringement, as well as invalidity, of the plaintiff's patent upon 
one or other of the usual grounds—namely, prior publication 


or waut of novelty, want of certainty in the specification, or want | P 


of sufficient subject-matter to support letters patent. The same 
witnesses may be, and in fact nearly always are, used both by 
plaintiffs and defendants to put the court into®uch a state of know- 
ledge with regard to the patented article, and the state of general 
public knowledge at the time when the patent was granted, as 
w enable it to come to a decision not only upon the question of 
infringement, but upon the question of validity also. Moreover, 
in framing his defence, the defendant is, more often than not, 
quite unable to say upon what grounds he will b: successful 
until the evidence has been sifted, and, therefore, the tendency 
has been to insert every possible plea in defence, on the ground 
that he is justified in so doing because the plaintiff, by alleging 
infringement, and thus by implication the validity of his 
patent, has furced him into such a course. Thus the question 
of taxation must always be a complicated and difficult one for 
the taxing-master, and especially important having regard to 


the magnitude of the sums involved, which frequently amount | 
| was dismissed with costs without calling upon the defendant's 


to thousands of pounds, where the knowledge of scientific and 
expert witnesses must necessarily be placed at the disposal of 
the court. 

The cases bearing upon this much-vexed question may now be 
considered. Of these, perhaps the most important, so far as 
the question of what are reasonable and proper objections to the 
validity of the patent is concerned, is the case of Holliday v. 
Heppenstall Bros, (37 W. R. 662, 41 Ch. D, 109). This was nota 
case of taxation of a bill of costs, but an application by the plaintiffs 
for further and bettor particulars, and its utility lies in shewing 
what may be reasonably and properly done by a defendant in 
his particulars of objections where he disputes the validity of 
patent on the grounds of want of novelty and anticipation. 











The Court of Appeal held that the defendants must strike out 
from their particulars all the publications on which they relied 
simply as proving the state of general public knowledge at the 
time when the patent was granted; and that, as regarded 
alleged anticipations, they must state the nature of the anticipa- 
tions on which t they relied, and point out distinctly, though not 
necessarily by page and line, where such anticipations were 
to be found. The object of section 29 is stated v 

clearly by Corrox, L.J., at pp. 114, 115, and he held 
that ‘it is not required by the Act of Parliament that, if a 
defendant relies on general public knowledge as an objection to 
a patent, he should state all the books or publications which 


contain that knowledge. If that is to be done, how far 
are you to go back? Are you to back to 
spelling-books? . . Thenif the defendant refers to a 


mass of documents as containing anticipations, without shewing 
in some way how he intends to rely on them, the plaintiff will 
be put to enormous expense in being prepared on all points to 
meet every anticipation which can suggested . . . and 
there will be a great increase of cost . . . and a great 
increase in the length of time (already sufficiently long) which is 
occupied in the trial of patent actions.” 

So far the ground has been cleared with regard to what are 
“reasonable and proper” objections, and the court would 
probably not grant a certificate for, and, therefore, the master 
could not allow the defendant, costs as to any particulars falling 
under the above two heads. But the question with regard to the 
two broad grounds upon which a patent action is generally 8 a 
out still remains—namely, should a defendant who has pleaded 
both non-infringement and invalidity, and who is successful 
upon the one or the other of these grounds, be allowed the costs 
with regard to the other question upon which he was not actually 
successful ? Where the validity of the patent has not been 
argued at the trial, but the defendant been held to be 
successful on the question of non-infringement, a certificate 
under section 29 (6) would probably be refused upon the 
grounds upon which it was refused in Longbottom v. Shaw (37 
W. R. 792, 43 Ch. D. 46)—namely, that the court cannot grant 
a certificate as to particulars where it has had no opportunity of 
considering whether they were reasonable and proper or not. In 
such a case the taxing-master would be obliged to tax off the 
defendant’s costs of bringing expert witnesses, &c., to the trial, 
although the defendant had won upon the general issue, and 
although, had the evidence as to invalidity been sifted, at least 
a portion of it might have been “proven” to be reasonable and 
roper. There certainly seems some hardship in such a case, 
theugh of course there would be no hardship if a certificate 
were not granted where the iculars and evidence as to 
invalidity have been sifted at the trial and the validity of the 
patent upheld. 

There remains to be considered the case where the defendant 
pleads non-infringement and invalidity, and where judgment is 
given in his favour upon the ground of invalidity, but the court 
either does not adjudicate upon the question of non-infringe- 
ment, or decides anos him on that point. The first point to 
be borne in mind in such cases is that a certificate under 
section 29 (6) is a condition precedent to the allowance of any 
costs incurred with regard to any of the particulars, even in the 
case of a non-suit. The authority for this proposition is to be 
found in Z/oniball v. Bloomer (10 Ex. 538), decided in 1854, upon 
section 43 of the Patent Law Amendment Act, 1852, which is 
almost similar in terms to section 29 (6) of the Patents Act, 1883. 
The second point worthy of attention is that, where an action 
counsel or hearing his evidence, on the ground that the plaintiff's 
specification, on the face of it, shewed that the alleged invention 
there described was not sufficient to be the subject-matter of a 
patent, in one instance at least the judge refused to grant a cer- 
tificate of particulars, and though the taxing-master allowed the 
defendant his costs as to the particulars and witnesses, the 
court, whilst expressing its sorrow for the defendant, held that, 
in the absence of a certificate, they should not have been 
allowed. This occurred in 1889 in the case of Longbottom vy. 
Shaw (supra). The possible injustice which may be wrought by 
refusing a certificate under such circumstances is manifest, 
though it is difficult to see how the court could do otherwise, 
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seeing that it has no data for it to act upon in awarding a cer- 


tificate. A third point to be borne in mind is that the Oourt of 
A , in reversing a decision of the court below favourable to 
the validity of a patent, has power to grant a certificate under 
section 29 (6) to the successful appellant. 

We now come to the important decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Badische Anilin Und Soda Fabrik v. Levinstein (29 Ch. D. 366, 
33 W. R. Dig. 151). There the defendants failed on the plea of 
non-infringement, but succeeded on the plea of invalidity. The 
Court of Appeal held that the plaintiff must pay the general 
costs of the action, but that the defendant must pay the costs 
occasioned by the issue of infringement, the one set of costs to 
be set off against the other. This decision was appealed against 
by the respondents and a cross-appeal was brought by the appel- 
lants with regard to the order of the Court of Appeal as to costs. 
The House of Lords reversed the decision of the Court of Appeal 
and restored the decision of Pzarson, J., as to the validity of 
the patent; the cross-appeal as to costs therefore fell to the 
ground: 12 App. Cas. 710. This cise was followed in Phillips 
v. Ivel Cycle Co. (62 L. T. 392, 38 W. R. Dig. 52), decided by 
Kzxewicns, J., in 1890, but in neither of these cases was the 
successful defendant, though deprived of the costs on the 
question of infringement, made to pay the plain iff’s costs of that 
part of the case. This was, however, done in the case of Pooley 
v. Pointon (Griff. Pat. Cas. 199), decided by Pgarson, J., in 1885, 
and the defendant, who was successful ona the plea of invalidity, 
was made to pay, not only his own costs, but the plaintiff's costs 
also on the question of infringement. 

We have said “question of infringement” here advisedly, 
because the whole point seems to be that the defences of 
infringement and invalidity have hitherto been regarded as distinct 
sssucs, and the court, in adjudicating as to costs, seems to have 
taken that view and awarded costs as on distinct issues, following 
the decisions in Jenkins v. Jackson (37 W. R. 253 ; 1891, 1 Ch. 89), 
which was an action for damages for nuisance, and where it was 
said that the settled practice in the Chancery Division was that 
the general costs should be apportioned rateably between the 
issues, and in Jones v. Curling (32 W. R. 651, 13 Q. B. D. 252), 
which was an action of ejectment with regard to several closes 
of land. In Haskell Golf Ball Co. v. Hutchison (suprd) the judgment 
of Wargixctox, J., seems to shew that where the pleas of non- 
infringement and invalidity are set up by the defendant, these 
are not really distinct issues, but two grounds of defence to the 
single broad issue “ has the defendant infringed the plaintiff's 
legal right?” and that where the action is dismissed 
with costs in the defendant’s favour, the costs of the evidence, 
&e., as to non-infringement should be allowed, as well 
as the costs relating to those items in the particulars of 
objections which are certified by the court or judge as reason- 
able and proper under section 29 (6). In this case, it is true, 
Bucx.zy, J., before whom the action for infringement was tried, 
did not decide definitely against the defendants on the question 
of infringement, and only expressed an opinion to that effect. 
But in all cases where the defendant succeeds upon the ground 
of invalidity it might be said that he ought to be deemed to 
have succeeded also upon the ground of non-infringement, 
because he could not infringe what does not legally exist. 
Therefore, if the patent is held to be invalid, it is clear that he 
could not have infringed it, since it ought not legally to have 
existed, and he should have the costs incurred upon that 
question, b«ciuse the general issue was raised by the plaintiffs 
in setting up their patent and bringing the action for infringe- 
ment. This argument would hold good even under R. §. C., 
1883, ord. 65, r. 2, which Wannixorow, J., held did not apply 
in euch cases. 

Leave to appeal was granted in this case, and it will be 
interesting to see whether, should an appeal be brought, the 
Court of Apzeal upholds the decision, which, after seems 
ovly fair and equitable. In the meantime practitioners would 
do well to be very careful in selecting their grounds of defence 
to an action for infringement of a patent, because their client, 
though successful in the action, may find himself saddled with 
enormous costs. 

It is announced that the hearing of probate and divorce 


t als will be 
proceeded with in Appeal Court Ii, on Thursday, the Lith o 


ch. 
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The Trade Disputes Report, 
IL. 


WE dealt last week with the majority report and the recom. 
mendations contained in it. Shortly stated they are as followg. 
To declare the legality of trade unions and of strikes ; to providg 
for the immunity of trade union benefit funds, and to coal the 
central authorities to protect themselves against unauthorized agty 
of agents; to withdraw the restriction of section 7 (4) of the 
Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875, upon picketing 
and to substitute an enactment against conduct which causes 
reasonable apprehension of violence; and to restrict the ciyil 
action for conspiracy in trade union disputes to cases where 
there is a criminal conspiracy. Sir Goprrzy Lusnincton agrees 
that strikes should be declared not illegal, but questions the 
utility of any further declaration of the legality of trade unions 
than that already made by section 3 of the Trade Union Act, 
1871, which enacts that the purposes of a trade union shall 
not, by reason merely that they are in restraint of trade, 
be unlawful so as to render void any agreement or trust ; and he 
dissents from the proposals to exempt from liability any part of 
the trade union funds, and to introduce a special rule as to 
liability for the acts of agents. ‘‘That workmen,” he says, 
“should collectively do wrong, and be able to refuse to those 
who have suffered from such wrong, any reparation out of the 
funds they have collectively saved for their own use and benefit 
is contrary to justice.””.And on the second point he says: “The 
almost inevitable result of any such legislative attempt as is 
proposed would be to assign to trade unions some sort of 
peculiar rule of liability for the acts of their agents. This is 
much to be deprecated. A more stringent liability than is 
imposed on others as principals would be a hardship to trade 
unions, whilst a laxer rule would be unjust to those who may 
suffer from the tortious acts of trade unions and would impair the 
salutary effet of the Taff Vale judgment.”” This allows so little for 
the special circumstances of trade union disputes that it is perhaps 
hardly worth while to offer any criticism ; but it may be pointed 
out that, in respect of savings for the benefit of families, the two 
sides to a trade dispute are in a totally different position. The 
employers are not members of associations in which the whole 
property available for provident purposes is invested. If, as a 
matter of convenience, trade unions are benefit societies as well 
as societies for aggressive and defensive purposes, this may fairly 
be recognized. The employer does not put all his property in 
tbe limited company which he controls, and a corresponding 
separation might be introduced in favour of the workman. 


Sir Goprrey Lusuincton also dissents from the proposal in 

the majority report to strike out from the list of offences made 

unishable by section 7 of the Act of 1875 the watching and 
besetting of premises. ‘In my opiaion, even supposing that 
the sole purpose was that of Pow Bhs: «8 persuasion, watching and 
besetting of the premises ought not to be permissible. It is 
quite different from peaceable persuasion without watching and 
besetting, or from anything which workmen are at liberty to do 
in their own interest, though it may operate to the inconvenience 
of others. It is an act of direct interference and aggression, and 
ought to be forbidden as a trespass on the comfort of others.” 
And he points out the objectionable nature of picketing as it 1s 
in fact carried on, conidia: “ I am of opinion that picketing 
isan abuse for which a remedy is urgently required, and that the 

ersonal freedom of workmen needs not less protection 

itherto, but more. I therefore recommend that the existing 
prohibition of watching and besetting be retained, and # 
the proviso permitting it for the sole purpose of giving 
and receiving information be repealed.” On the subject 
of conspiracy, Sir Goprrzy Lusumazon concurs with the 
majority ee. To this subject we shall return immediately. 
Sir W. T. Lewis, in @ separate report, dissents from all the 
recommendations of the majority report, and makes a series 0 
recommendations of his own. These conclude with a recom 
mendation that ‘in view of the overwhelming evidence we have 
received as to the cruelty and oppression to which non-unionists 
are subjected at present, the practicability of devising le 
to prohibit strikes against non-ynionists should be considered is 
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to prevent, if possible, the existing gross infringement of 
the liberty of the subject.” 

The majority report is, of course, in no sense a final pro- 
nouncement on the topics with which it deals, and the general 
effect seems to be to raise for Parliamentary discussion the 
hole question as to the status of trade unions, as to the lawful- 

and conduct of strikes, as to the liability of trade union funds, 

and as to the law of civil liability for conspiracy. On this last point 
the report contains valuable information in the ‘‘ Memorandum 
m the Civil Action of Conspiracy” by Mr. Artuur Conen, 
gnd in the historical survey of the same action included in Sir 
Goprrry Lusuincron’s report. The question is whether the civil 
getion goes beyond the scope of the criminal offence of con- 
iracy. In one respect more is required to found the civil action 
to constitute a crime. An agreement to do an unlawful 

act or to do a lawful act by unlawful means is sufficient to 
establish criminal liability. In the case of a civil action, Mr. 
(onen points out, the position is entirely different, ‘‘for such 
an action cannot be maintained merely because the combination or 
conspiracy has been formed; it is necessarily a condition precedent 
to the right of action that the tortious act itself should have been 
committed and that the actual damage or injury should have 
accrued.” But allowing for this distinction, is there any further 
difference between the facts which raise civil and criminal liability 
respectively ? Apparently éhe definition of a criminal conspiracy 
as an agreement to do an unlawful act or to do a lawful act by 
wlawful means is not complete. Where the agreement is of this 
nature and is followed by unlawful acts, then for these acts and 
the damage which they cause the injured person has a civil 
redress quite apart from the allegation of conspiracy. But the 
eriminal offence may be constituted by a combination or con- 

iracy to injure, where the injury is not in itself a ground for a 
avil action, and in such a case the civil action, assuming it to 
lie, is founded upon the conspiracy followed by damage. 
In the Mogul case (23 Q. B. D,, p. 624) Fry, LJ., said, 
in a passage quoted by Mr. Conzn: “I cannot doubt 
that whenever persons enter into an agreement which 
constitutes at law an indictable conspiracy, and that agreement 
iscarried into execution by the conspirators by means of an 
wlawful act or acts which produce private injury to some 
person, that person has a cause of action against the con- 

irators”’; and Mr. Coen observes: ‘In such cases it may be 
said that the conspiracy which is the misdemeanour is the ground 
of the civil action. These, however, are the only cases in 
which it can, in propriety, be said that a civil action can be 
maintained for conspiracy.” In all other cases the action is 
founded on the wrongful acts, and an individual defendant 
would be liable if the acts were done without “combination. 

There may, therefore, be a criminal conspiracy resting upon 

ment only,-where the acts agreed to be done are not 
@iminal, or are not such as would give a right of action against 
mindividual doing them, and it was to restrict the scope of the 
dence in trade union disputes that section 3 of the Conspiracy and 
Protection of Property Act, 1875, provided that: “ An agreement 
# combination by two or more persons to do or procure to be 
done any act in contemplation or furtherance of a trade dispute 
between i po ag and workmen shall not be indictable as a 
anspiracy if such act committed by one person would not be 
ishable as a crime.” But while this shews that in trade 
tes certain conspiracies are not criminal which in other 
dreumstances may be criminal, nothing is said as to the corre- 
ae civil liability, and this is where the importance of 
inn v. Leathem (50 W. R. 139; 1901, A. OC. 495) comes in. 
That case revealed the possibility that a trade union might come 
wdér civil liability for conspiracy, although against criminal 
liability its members were expressly protected by statute. The 
fat of Mr. Coney’s argument is that at common law a 
@mbination to do any acts cannot be made the sub- 
of a civil action, unless such acts would, apart 
the conspiracy, give a right of action, or unless the 
Gmbination be a criminal conspiracy. ‘In short, conspirac 
Ganot be the foundation of a civil action unless it be a crimin 















racy.” It would seem to follow that where a conspiracy is 
tute declared not to be criminal, it should also cease to be 
foundation of civil liability, but Quinn v. Leathem shows that 

may not be so, and that the civil liability may still be based 











upon a conspiracy which is saved from being criminal by the 
statute—a conspiracy, that is, to inflict private injury, though 
not to infringe private rights. This anomaly, Mr. Consn considers, 
should be removed, and his suggestion is embodied in the 
recommendation of the report that an ent or combination 
to do an act in furtherance of a trade dispute shall not be the 
ground for a civil action unless the agreement or combina- 
tion is indictable as a conspiracy notwithstanding the Act of 
1875. 

Sir Goprrey Lusurneron enters more elaborately into the 
history of criminal conspiracy and of the civil action-for con- 
spiracy and arrives at the same result. Conspiracy, he bon, has 
no legal meaning except as an indictable conspiracy, until 
Quinn v. Leathem there is no instance on record of an action for 
conspiracy which might not have been indictable as a criminal 
conspiracy. Moreover, judicial opinions are not unanimous that 
a mere conspiracy to injure is an indictable offence unless the 
injury is to be effected in an unlawful manner. ing, however, 
as appears to have been done in Zemperton v. Russell (41 W. R. 
565; 1893, 1 Q. B. 715), that this is the case, it follows that, if the 
conspiracy to injure is followed by damage to an individual, then, 
since the conspiracy is criminal, a civil action to recover compensa- 
tion will lie. Bir Goprrry Lusninerton proceeds to shew that such 
an action presents peculiar amomalies, and in case of trade 
disputes produces special hardships. It is impossible to extend 
the liability to all acts which cause harm. There must be a 
limitation of liability on the ground of “‘ just cause and excuse,” 
such as the trade competition which excluded liability in the 
Mogul case. But a special defence of this kind lets in the reply 
of malice, and then the result depends upon the view which the 
judge or jury may take of the motives of the parties, ‘“ The 
upshot of the whole,” says Sir Goprrey Lusurveroy, “is that 
the law of conspiracy to injure, as recognized in Quinn v. Leathem, 
places it in the power of a judge and jury, if in their discretion 
they should so think fit, to treat any joint conduct whatever as 
actionable, and, except so far as barred by the Act of 1875, 
criminal.” And he concludes: “On a review of the whole 
matter, I am of opinion that.mo ground exists of public policy 
or justice to private interésts to make it necessary that in trade 
disputes conspiracy to injure”—that is, to do acts which 
cause private injury but infringe no rights—“ should continue to 
be a cause of action.” This carefully-reasoned survey of the 
matter adds much weight to the recommendation of the report 
that in such cases a civil action should not lie. 








Reviews. 


The Licensing Acts. 


Tue Licgnstne Acts. By the late James Patsrson, Barrister-at- 
Law. Berne THE Licensrne Acts, 1828 To 194, TOGETHER WITH 
ALL RELATIVE Excise, INLAND REVENUE, INNKEEPERS, SUNDAY 
CLosine, AND GroGGrne Acts, witg NoTEes; AND THE Law 
RetatTine To Ciuss, THEATRES, Music anp Danorye, Race- 
couURSES, BriLiaRps, COMPENSATION, COVENANTS, CONTRACTS 
or Sarge or LicgnseD PrRemisEs, AND Rates AND TAXES ON 
LICENSED PROPERTY, AND Forms. By Wittiam W. MacksEnNzrs, 
Barrister-at-Law. SEVENTEENTH Eprrion. Shaw & Sons; 
Butterworth & Co. 


The thing that strikes one most on ae for the first time the 
seventeenth edition of Paterson is the horrible colour of the biedi 

—a pale and sickly mustard yellow, with bright red lettering! 
This change for the worse, however, does not go beyond the 
binding Tnside we find great and important changes, which 
are, we believe, changes for the better—though we can quite under- 
stand practitioners who have got used to the older editions 


objecting to the new t. The t has in fact 
been completely altered. The main portion of the book used to 
consist of the Acts of 1872 and 1874 the principal Acts of subse- 


quent years, with copious notes and references; whilst the older and 
the less im t other statutes were contained in an appendix. Now, 
the Aots relating to hang > traftic are set out in chronological order, 
beginning with the Excise Li Act, 1825, This undoubtedly makes 
the book more easy of reference. Auother change is the expa of 
the old introduction into an excellent treatise on the law of Hensing, 





oooup the first 140 of the book. In this will be 
the ee te muds & laut Beamen: Gain, Cs, ea 
@ 
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matters which were formerly dealt with in the notes. In spite of all 
the changes, however, it remains the same book, the changes being 
chiefly in the order of the pages. Considerable matter has been 
added, and the book has been brought up to date. In the year which 
has elapsed since the sixteenth edition was published there has been 
no statutory change in the law, 80 the book does not require the 
addition of any Acts; but many important decisions have been given 
by the courts, and these are duly noted. We see no reason to doubt 
that Paterson will keep its place as the leading text-book on this very 
important subject. We believe this is the seventh edition for which 
the present editor is responsible, and under his editorship the value of 
the book has certainly been greatly increased. 





Bankruptcy. 


GiBson AND WELDON’s STUDENT'S BANKRUPTCY: INTENDED AS AN 
EXPLANATORY TREATISE ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF BANK- 
RUPTCY, PREPARED SPECIALLY FOR THE USE oF STUDENTS, AND 
MorE ParTICULARLY FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS FOR THE FINAL 
(Pass) AND Honours EXAMINATIONS OF THE Law Society. FIFTH 
Eprtion. By ARTHUR WELDON and H. Gipson RivineTon, M.A 
The “‘ Law Notes ” Publishing Offices. 


Since the last edition of this book there has been, as the editors 
point out, little alteration in the law of bankruptcy, but the case-law 
continues to expand, and some important decisions have been incor- 
porated. Thus the recent case of Clough v. Samuel (54 W. R. 114) in 
the House of Lords has made it necessary to reconsider the test 
apparently laid down in Crook v. Morley (1891, A. C. 316) for deter- 
mining what constitutes a notice of suspension of payment so as 
to be an act of bankruptcy under section 4 (h) of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, and it seems now to be necessary to have regard solely to 
the intention of the debtor. If he did not intend to give notice of 
suspension, a statement which, under the circumstances, would make 
creditors, conclude that he will in fact suspend payment, is not an 
act of bankruptcy. The subject of disclaimer of leasehold property 
has produced the decision in Re Cohen (54 W. R. 83), also referred to 
in this edition, that the twelve months allowed to the trustee for 
disclaimer runs from the certification of his appointment and not 
from the order of adjudication. The book sets out the law and 
practice of bankruptcy very fully and clearly, and is a serviceable 
work for the practitioner as well as the student. 





The City of Glasgow Bank Case. 


TRIAL OF THE City oF GLAsGow Bank Directors. Edited by 
WILtiaM WaALLacz, M A., Advocate. Sweet & Maxwell; William 


Hodge & Co. 


On the Ist of February, 1879, there came to an end a very notable 
trial, that of seven defendants who had held the positions of managers 
and directors of an important Scottish bank. They were tried and 
convicted, as officers of the City of Glasgow Bank, of having made 
and uttered in three consecutive years false and fraudulent balance- 
sheets, knowing them to be false, with intent to deceive and defraud 
the shareholders and the public. Their crime was a commercial fraud 
of the first magnitude, which broaght about the ruin of a large 
number of innocent persons who had invested hard-earned savings in 
8 concern the reputation of which was once as high as that of any bank 
in the kingdom. The heaviest sentence passed was eighteen months’ 
imprisonment, a sentence which seems ludicrously disproportionate 
to the suffering caused. Nowadays such frauds would undoubtedly 
be punished much more heavily, whilst the tendency is to treat the 
low class crimmal with greater leniency than was the case thirty 
years ago. This book is hardly open to criticism from either a legal 
or a literary poiut of view. It is m-rely a report of the trial, together 
with a short introductory ch»pter relating some of the facts con- 
nected with the stoppage of the bank. It is one of a series of notable 
Scottish trials. Though not of the highest importance from the 
purely legal point of view, probably in the eyes of the average Scot 
this was one of the most important cases ever tried in the country. 
It is an interesting and instructive case, which will r y study as an 
example of how such frauds are carried out, and of the points to be 
observed in dealing with such cases. The English reader, too, who is 
familiar with criminal procedure in this country, will find interest in 
oe it with the procedure in Scotland as set out in the report 
of this great trial, 





Criminal Law and Procedure. 


Tue Evewests oy Catmiaar Law any Procepurs. 
oF SrupEensts. 
Maxwell. 


This seems to be an excellent little book for examination purposes 
for the student who has not time to study larger works, It is easy 


For Tue Usz 
By A. M. Witsnens, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 


J . oa ne 
to understand and clearly written, and is accurate and reliable ag far 
as we have been able to test it. Any student who fairly masters th 
book ought to pass any ordinary examination in criminal law wih 
ease. 





Books of the Week. 


The English Reports. Vol. LX.: Vice-Chancellor’s Court y. 
containing Simons, Vols. 13 to 17. William Green & Sons, Réip. 
burgh ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Ancient Law: Its Connection with the Early History of Sog 
and its Relation to Modern Ideas. By Sir HENRY SuMNER 
K.C.8.L, F.R.S, Foreign Associate Member of the Institute of 
France. With Introduction and Notes by Sir FREDERICK PoxLocg, 
Bart., LL D., D.C.L. John Murray. 


The Rating of Land Values. Notes upon the Propossls to 
Rates in Respect of Site Values. By ARTHUR WILSON Fox, ©.B, 
Secretary to the Royal Commission on Local Taxation, P, §, 
King & Son, 


Trial of Dr. Pritchard. Edited by WILLIAM RouGHEAD, Writer to 








the Signet. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
Correspondence. 
The Licensing Act, 1904—Vendor and 
Purchaser. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The letter of your correspondent ‘‘ Enquirer’’ raises certain 
interesting questions under the above heading. There is, however, g 
further point with which he does not deal, but to which he would 
seem to refer when he says that (in the case he cites) the proportion 
of the compensation charge had been paid ‘‘for the current year 
from the 10th of October, 1905, to the 10th of October, 1906, which ts, 
I think, the commencement of the year under the Licensing Act, 1904,” 

The point in question is as to the incidence of the compensation 
charge, or rather the date upoh which the same commenced, for the 
purpose of cslculating the apportionment thereof on a sale. 

I have recently been concerned in the sale of a licensed house, the 
contract being dated in January lust, and the completion taking place 
almost immediately afterwards. The compensation charge was duly 
paid by the vendor on the 10th of October, 1905, and in the appor- 
tionment account the purchaser was debited with the proportion 
thereof from the date of the completion to the 10th of October, 1906, 
This was objected to by the purchaser’s solicitors on the ground that 
the sum paid on the 10th of October, 1905, was in respect of the year 
from the Ist of Junuary to the 31st of December, 1905, and the appor- 
tionment account was returned amended by the striking out of the 
item named and the substitution of an item debiting the vendor with 
the proportion of the compensation charge from the Ist of January, 
1906, to the date of completion, The 1906 levy in this particular 
instance was double that of 1905, so that the difference proved to be 
a considerable one. 

I went to the trouble of consulting the local clerk to the magis- 
trates and the chief collector of the Inland Revenue Department on 
the point, and found that their views were diametrically opposite. 
The last-named stated that his authorities were of opinion that, 
owing to the wording of section 3, sub-section 2, of the Act (which 
puts the compensation levy on all fours with the excise duty), they 
could not make a levy until the 10th of October, 1905, and that they 
regarded the first nine months or so of the year 1905 as inoperative 
from a compensation point of view, the Act not being retrospective. 
The clerk to the magistrates was of opinion that the compensation 
charge began as from the Ist of January, 1905. ae 

I note that you hope to consider the questions raised by ‘‘ Enquirer’ 
hereafter, ot | I shall be glad if you can include in your remark? 
some opinion on the question above raised. A, 8, A. 

Feb. 22. 


(See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S./.] 





It is announced that in consequence of the hgavy nature of the business 
at the Lincoln Assizes, Mr. Justice Jelf will not be able to open the 
commission at Derby Assizes as arranged, and Mr, Justice Sutton was to 
begin the busingss there on Friday morning. 


We understand, says the Times, that Sir Henry Fowler will be nominated 
on behalf of the Government to act as chairman of the select committee 
which, as the Chancellor of the Exchequer announced, is to be seb Up 
forthwith ‘to consider the question of procedure in the House of 
Commons, and to report as to the amendment of the existing rules 
upon any new rules which they may consider desirable for the ¢ 





despatch of business.’’ 


March 3, 1906, - 
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Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Will—Bequest of Property for Division between the Children 
of A. and B.—There have been several cases in which the court has 
bad to construe a bequest in favour of the children of A. and B., 
but inasmuch as it is not a question of — with technical terms, 
and evidence is admissible as to the position of A. and B., the construc- 
tion is not greatly helped by precedents. Grammatically the phrase 
“the children of A. and B.,” the preposition not being repeated 
before B., and A. and B. not having or being capable of having 
children together, means the children of A. and the individual B., not 
the children of A. and the children of B. And this construction is 
rendered clearer if there are reasons why the testator should have 

over A. and given the legacy to his children, but there are no 
such reasons in the case of B. ence, where A. was living apart 
from his family, it was held that the gift was to B. and to the chil- 
dren of A. Moreover the division was to be into moieties, and the 
children of A. took one moiety, and B. took the other moiety,—RE 
WaBran (Joyce, J., Nov. 18) (54 W. R. 167). 


Lessor and Lessee—Covenant for Quiet Enjoyment..—Under 
the usual express covenant for quiet enjoyment the landlord 
covenants against interruption by himself or any person rightfully 
daiming from or under him. This has been held to refer to any 
person claiming under him to do the acts which caused the interrup- 
tion (per Lord Esuer, M.R., in Harrison v. Muncaster, 1891, 2 Q B., 
p. 685); and for the covenant to receive this construction it is not 
necessary that it should contain the word “ rightfully ”’ or “‘ lawfully.” 
The owner of a house demisod a part of it with an express 
covenant for quiet enjoyment, and then assigned the reversion 
in this part and also the rest of the house to a third person. 
The part of the house not demised became dilapidated, and a demoli- 
tion order was made under the London Building Acts. In carrying 
out the demolition the assignee interrupted the enjoyment of the 
demised premises. This, however, was not an act the right to do 
which he could claim as assignee, and consequently it did not render 
the lessor liable under his covenant. There is a limit to the covenant, 
and the effect is that the lessor only agrees to become bound for any 
act of interruption by himself or by any person whom he has 
expressly or impliedly authorized to do the acts.—WILLIAMS v. 
Garret (Bray, J., Dec, 21) (1906, 1 K. B. 155), 


New Orders, &c. 


County Court, England.—Fees. 


“TREASURY ORDER, DATED FEBRUARY 22, 1906, AMENDING THE 
ORDER OF 30TH DECEMBER, 1903, REGULATING CoURT FEES IN 
County CouRTs. 

In pursuance of the powers given by the County Courts Acts and 
of all other powers enabling Us in this behalff We, the undersigned, 
being two of the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury, do 
hereby, with the consent of the Lord Chancellor, order that on and 
after the Ist day of March, 1906, the following alterations shall take 
effect in Our Order relating to Court Fees of the 30th day of 
December, 1903—viz. : 








Schedule B.—Part I. 
GENERAL. 
REGISTRAR’S FEES. 
After paragraph 3 insert the following additional paragraphs : 
d. 
3a, On the entry of a plaint under the County Courts Act, 
1903 ... “ies oe the ‘oe ie vie es 
3). On such an action being brought on for hearing, for signing 
Judgment... ous vee ws ase eee mee 
[ Note.—Where an action commenced in one Court is 
transferred for trial to another, the fees — under 
the two preceding paragraphs (3a and 3 are to be 
equally divided between the two Registrars. 
8c, On taxation of costs in such an action ast 20s ~~ os 
Schedule B,—Part I, 


N.B.—The fees payable in equitable actions or matters shall be 
payable in actions or matters under the Licensing Act, 1904. 
JosErn A, PEASE. 
J. Hervert Lewis. 


* Toonour, LonEBURN, 0. 





The Rule Committee of the Supreme Court are to hold a meeting on 


Wednesday, the 7th of March, at the House of Lords, 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
LAW ». LLEWELLYN. No. 2, 27th Feb. 


DeraMATION—Privitece—Magistrate Srrrinc aT QuarTzr Szssions— 
Worps Spoxen rm Course or Jupicrat Dery, 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from an order of Channell, J., 
striking out his statement of in an action for for slander 
on the ground that it disclosed no reasonable cause action. The 
plaintiff was a member of the Neath Town Council Education Committee 
and of the Board of Guardians, while the defendant was the chairman of 
the Bridgend Petty Sessions. The allegation was that the defendant had 
uttered a serious slander concerning the plaintiff while pre at 
quarter sessions under such circumstances that the privilege ch 
ordinarily covered matters of that kind could not be pleaded. The 
plaintiff prosecuted two men for obtaining money from him by false 
pretences, but on his solicitor advising him that in the absence of certain 
witnesses it would be impossible to get a conviction, he withdrew the 
proceedings. Upon the magistrates being informed of this, the defendant, 
who was chairman of the bench, said: “ It is our opi that this charge 
has been a gross attempt to blackmail, and it would be well if the matter 
had come before the Public Prosecutor. From what we have heard of 
this man, Edmund ay Oe one ee eee re ee ee 
from persons by illegal means, and if he finds h in gaol for twelve 


months it will — do hima deal of y 
Tue Court (Romer and Cozzns- x, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Romer, L.J.—In my opinion this fails. It was admi' Mr. 


Evans for the appellant, and I think rightly admitted, that it was hope- 
less to contend at the present day that a justice of the peace sitting at 
quarter sessions was not acting judicially. That, to my mind, is clearly 
settled by the cases of Munster v. Lamb (32 W. R. 243, 11 Q. B. D. 588) 
— ion 5. yet phn OS 241; 1899, 1 Q. B. 455). They are both to 

e same effect, and shew that a magistrate is a j within the meaning 
of the rule that observations made by a judge alle sitting as a judge 
and in the course of his judicial duty are not actionable even 


(1 Dow & Clark, 495). On reference to that case it is plain that itisa 
decision on Scotch law, and whether it is binding or not at the present 
day so far as the lawof Scotland is concerned, it is not an authority 
binding on us in this case. It was said that the authority of Allardie v. 
Robertson was recognized Cockburn, O©.J., in Seaman v. Netherelift (25 
W. R. 159, L. R. 2 C. P. D. 53). But the case of Allardice v. Robertson 
had been cited to the Chief Justice in argument, and he only refers to it 
for the purpose of refuting the t based upon it, not for the 
fee og of approving or disapproving the case itself. His ref 
ormed in no way a recognition by the Chief Justice that 
Allardice v. Robertson was an authority in the English courts 
the point of law that it purported to decide. That being so, it is 
that this action will not lie if it be in that the o tions sai 
to be malicious were uttered by the defendant in the course of 
duty as a magistrate. ae Bama tinenn type shee mar berg 
they were so uttered. For these reasons it appears to me that this 
is clearly frivolous and vexatious. That being so, the learned judge i 
court below has discharged his duty in striking out the statement of 
and the ap must be dismissed. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—I agree.—Counsai, Beans, K.C., Iwsh, K.C., B. LZ. 
Thomas, and Stowe; Bankes, K.C., and Hugh Fraser. Sourcrrozs, H. @. 
Rastall, for A, Jestyn Jeffreys, Neath ; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray. 

(Reported by J. I. Straumvre, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


i 
preiees 


Fee 


Re WHALLEY. No. 2. 26th Feb. 


Lunacy—Pesrson “‘ Lawrutty Derarsep” unpgR tus Iprors Act, 1836 
—APpPorInTMaNtT oF Connitrer—Jvruispicrion—Iprors Act, 1885 (49 
Vier. c. 25)— Lunacy Act, 1890 (63 Vier. c. 5), s. 116, sua-secrron 1 
(c). 

Adjourned summons. The question raised by this summons was whether 
the court had jurisdiction under section 116 (1) (e) of the Lunacy Act, 1890, 
to make an order appoin a committee of a person of unsound mind, 
though not so found by inquisition, but detained in an asylum for idiots 
under the provisions of the Idiots Act, 1886. ay year 1886 two 
brothers, Mark and William Whalley, —. ope unsound mind, were> 
received into the Earlswood Asylum for Idiots, and were there detained 
since 1886 under the provisions of the Idiots Act, 1886, 
period of their detention their estates and affairs were looked after 
managed by their brother Daniel Whalley up to the time of his death in 
February, 1897 ; and from that date until November, 1905, by their cousin 
Mr. Adolphus Whalley, Mr, Adolphus Whalley died om the I7th of 
November, 1905, and trustees of the brothers Whalley, wishing that 
committees should be 1 


5 


obtain a good and val for paid on their 
behalf, summonses were taken out by a Mr, Whalley, 
a second cousin of the brothers W etained in Earlewood Asylum, 
asking for the appointment of himself as committee of their estates, On 


behalf of the applicant it was argued that section 116 (1) (e) of the Lanacy 
Act, 189, applied to the case of parvon “le detained wader the 
uriadiction to make the 





Idiots Act, and that therefore the court had 
order asked for, It was true that in Re Wwéhins (44 W. R. G09; 1896, 2 


‘. 
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Ch. 336) it was said by Lopes, L.J., that the expression ‘‘ lawfally detained ”’ 
in clause (ec) meant ‘‘ lawfully detained under the provisions of ’’ the Act of 
1890. But that was only a dictum, and the decision should not be extended 
further than the particular case. There the lunatic was detained ina 
foreign country, in accordance with the laws of that country, here the 
brothers Whalley were lawfully detained in England under an English 
Act of Parliament. 

Cortzrss, M.R.—I think this case is free from difficulty, and only 
one case has been cited which throws doubt uponit. Under section 
116 (1) (c) the jurisdiction of the court under the Act of 1890 
extends to ‘‘every person lawfully detained as a lunatic though 
not so found by inquisition.” Under the Idiots Act, 1886, 
there is no question that the persons to whom this 
case relates were lawfully detained. Now, the expression “lawfully 
detained ’”’ in the Act of 1890 does not exclude the earlier enactments 
unless there are express words to that effect, and there are none. The 
objection to the jurisdiction is based upon the case of Re Watkins, and it 
has been suggested that that case is an authority for narrowing the juris- 
diction of the court in the case of persons detained under the Act of 
1886. But in that case the lady in question was lawfully detained under 
the laws of Belgium, and not under the laws of England. The attention 
of the court was not called to the existence of the Act of 1886, and there 
was no decision as to the point which is in question here. The case is 
worth discussing, but there can be no doubt that the court has jurisdiction 
in a case like this. 

Romer, L.J.—I agree. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J.—It seems to me that the case is within section 116 
(1) (c), and it would be unfair to treat Re Watkins as having any bearing 
upon it. Itis expressly provided by section 340 of the Act of 1890 that 
that Act ‘‘shall not affect the provisions of the Idiots Act, 1886.” I 
think the order should be made.—Covunset, Eve, K.0., and Methold. 
Soxicrrors, Bolton § Co. 

[Reported by E. Wave.t Rivozs, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BISGOOD v. NILE VALLEY CO. (LIM.). Kekewich, J. 22nd Feb. 


Company — Reconstruction — Memoranptm or AssociaTION — SALE OF 
Prorrerty or Company To New Company ror Partiy-paip SHARES— 
Wriprre Ur—Option ro SHarReHoLpers or Otp Company To Take Up 
New Suanes—Toe Loor ror Exercisrxc Orrion—REea.izaTIon BY 
Liqurpator or Ssarnes Not Taken Ur—Drvision or Proceeps AMONG 
Dissentrest SHAREHOLDERS—Scueme Hetp Utrera Vires. 


Motion to restrain the defendant company from carrying into effect a 
certain draft agreement for the sale of its assets toa new company. The 
Nile Valley Co. was incorporated with a capital of 250,000 shares of £1 
each, fully paid, and was formed to acquire certain mining concessions in 
Egypt. Under its memorandum of association it had power to dispose of 
the undertaking of the company or any part thereof for such consideration 
as the company thought fitand in particularforshares . of another 
company having objects similar tothis company. Tosell . .. dis 
of . . . orotherwise deal with any op of the property and rights of 
the company. To distribute among the members in specie by way of 
dividend or bonus, or upon a return of capital any property of 
the company or any proceeds of sale or disposal of any property 
of the company. In February, 1906, the company, not having 
sufficient funds to carry on its operations, the directors issued a 
circular to the shareholders stating that they had decided to sell the under- 
taking and assets of the company to a new company upon the terms of a 
draft agreement by which the old company was to be wound up and the 
whole of the assets and the undertaking of the old company were to be 
sold to the new company for the same number of £1 shares as those issued 
by the old company, but subject to a liability of 4s. per share, every 
member of the old company being entitled to claim an allotment of as 
many £1 shares, credited with 16s. paid thereon, as he had shares in the 
old company, but this right the shareholders had to claim within a certain 
time. Clause 6 (a) provided: ‘‘ As regards that proportion of the said 
shares which the members of the old company shall be entitled to claim 
as aforessid but shall not within the periods of fourteen days or one 
calendar month or within such extended time as aforesaid claim, the said 
liquidator shal! use his best endeavours to sell the same for what they will 
fetch and the proceeds of sale thereof, after paying all expenses of and 
incident to the sale, shall be distributed rateably among the members who 
if they had claimed would have been entitled to such shares in accordance 
with their rights and interests.”” At a meeting of shareholders a resolution 
oS agreement was by the shareholders. Whereupon 
the plaintifis, who were two shareholders, commenced the present pro- 
ceedings. Yor the plaintiffs it was contended that the agreement was 
ultra vires, that it was a device to make the shareholders provide further 
capital, and came within the decision in Manners y. St. Davia’s Gold Mine 
(1904, 2 Ch. 593). or the defendant company it was argued that the 
case was entirely different from Manners’ case, ivasrauch as the dissentient 
shareholders received the benefit of the shares not taken up and that the 
scheme wae a fair one, being framed to benefit everyone. 

Kearwicn, J.—1I have no doubt that the agreement cannot stand in its 
present shape. There is to be a winding up, and the company’s assets are 
to be sold in that winding up, and not under the statutory provision. 
Under the memorandum of association the company has power to sell any 
part of its pay to another company for partly -paid shares in that 
ther company. 
would have to realize the shares on behalf of 


© carry that out in a Lay oof manner the liquidator 
the company, and to divide 





—————= 
the proceeds, after deducting expenses, among the shareholders. But the 
present company do not propose to do that. They propose to allot the 
shares of the new company, which were partly paid, direct to the share. 
holders in the old company, but the liquidator could not compel the 
shareholders of the old company to take up shares in the new com 
with a liability upon them. To provide for this difficulty it is propane 
if any shareholders obstinately refused to take any shares, ty 
give them something else. The liquidator is to sell the shares 
which are not taken up for what they will fetch, and he is to dis. 
tribute the proceeds rateably among those shareholders who hag 
not come in. ‘‘Rateably”’ implies that there is some proportion 
which has to be ascertained. Every dissentient shareholder, therefore, wil] 
get his proportionate share of the proceeds, less the expenses of the gale, 
That may be very unfair on some particular shareholder, whose shares may 
have been sold at a good price, whilst others may have been sold for an 
old song. Yet the distribution is to be the-same. But apart from that 
the scheme is unfair to the dissentient shareholder who is told that if he 
does not come in, all that he will get will be his proportion of the proceeds 
of the sale, and if he comes in he will get his proportion of the shares, but 
subject to the liability upon them. That will be unfair, and I think the 
case comes directly within the decision in Manners v. St. David's Gold and 
Copper Mines (Limited) (1904, 2 Ch. 593), where Romer, L J., said, at p, 
606: ‘* It is a scheme whereby the shareholders of a company who have 

aid up their shares in full and are not under any liability to furnish any 
her capital are told, ‘ You must pay up more capital, and if you do not 
you shall forfeit all share and interest in this company as a going concer,’ 
Such a scheme is wholly improper and wiltrd vires.’”’ The distinction 
between that case and the present is obvious, as there the dissentient 
shareholders would get nothing, as the proceeds of the sale were to go to 
the purchasing company, whereas in this case the dissentient shareholder 
is to get his rateable proportion of the proceeds. But I think the result is 
the same—he is told that he is not forced to take the shares, but he will 
forfeit his shares unless he does—that was taking away from the share- 
holder that which was his own. Therefore I propose to restrain the 
company from carrying out the agreement in its present shape.—CounszL, 
P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Beebee; Stewart Smith, K C., and Shewell Cooper, 
Soxicrtors, Bisgood § Marshall ; Worthington, Evans, Dauney, § Co. 


[Reported by R. Frayxuin Stussine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re J. MARGETTS (DECEASED). SMITH v. MARGETTS. Kekewich, J. 
23rd Feb. 


Witt—Constrvuction—Fixep Lecacres—Girr or Batance or Spxciric 
Funp—Loss or AssEeTs—-ABATEMENT. 


The testator by his will dated the 6th of July, 1881, bequeathed to his 
trustees and executors the sum of £20,000 sterling upon trust for his wife 
for life and during widowhood, and after the determination of that trust, 
he directed his trustees to retain out of the trust funds two sums of 
£7,000 which they were to hold upon trust for the testator’s two daughters 
respectively for their sole and separate use, and after their death for their 
children respectively, and he directed his trustees to pay or transfer the bal; 
ance of the said trust fund to his son J. W. Margetts. The testator also gave 
all the residue of his real and personal estate to his son J. W. Margetts. 
The will contained a power to the trustees to continue any existing invest- 
ments upon which the said sum of £20,000 was invested or to vary the 
investments. The testator died on the 14th of June, 1885, and his executors 
and trustees set aside certain securities to represent the trust fund of 
£20,000. Part of these securities consisted of mortgages on agricultural 
land, which had to be called in, and resulted in a loss of £2,600. This 
summons was taken out by the surviving trustee of the testator’s will 
to determine, inter alia, how the deficiency in the trust funds 
representing the sum of £20,000 was to be borne, whether it 
ought to be borne exclusively by the residue of the sum of £20,000 
bequeathed to the son J. W. Margetts, or whether it ought to be 
borne rateably by the said residue and by the two sums of £7,000 
bequeathed to the testator’s two daughters. It was argued on behalf of 
the son that the gift of the balance of the trust funds to the son without 
specifying the amount of the remainder after the gifts to the two 

ughters shewed an intention to give the residue as a specific gift 
to the son just as specifically as the gifts to the daughters, 
and that therefore each legatee must bear a due proportion of the loss: 
Page v. Leapingwell (18 Ves. 463), Harley v. Moon (1 Dr. & Sm. 623), Bhoes 
v. Causton (30 Beav. 554). The gift was not charged with legacies or debts, 
it could not be reduced otherwise than by what had happened. It was 
contended on behalf of one of the daughters, the other having died 
without issue, that there was no ambiguity in the will, and therefore 
authorities could not be referred to as to the meaning of ‘‘residue.’’ The 
testator was not dealing with a specific sum, but with a fund which might 
rise or fallin value, and therefore there was no ground for saying 
the gift of residue was specific: Petre v. Petre (14 Beav. 197), Re Bawden (42 
W. R. 235 ; 1894, 1 Ch. 693), De Quetteville v. De Quettevitle (92 L. T. 758), 
De Lisle ¥. Hodges (17 Eq, 441). 

Kexvwicn, J.—In the large majority of cases pon the construction of 
wills reference to authorities is out of place, but this case is one where 
reference to authorities is useful because the court is asked to apply rules 
already laid down. I adhere in this respect to what I said in Re Bawdm 
(1894, 1 Ch, 693), when reference was made to dicta of Lindley, L.J., and 
of Lord Wensleydale in cases there cited. Mr, Hawkins, at p. 43 of his book 
on Wills says: *‘ If a part of a particular fund be given to one person and 
the residue to another, it is a question of intention, not subject to any 
particular rule whether the gift of the residue is to be read as a gift of the 
mere balance of the fund after deducting the amount of the sum previously 
given out of it, or a gift of the entire fund subject to the gift previously 
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made out of it.” That is perfectly sound except that where you find a 
of cases enabling one to construe the intention of the testator in a 
jcular way, it would be mischievous to construe it in a different way. 
ag the rule? I will take it from two cases. Kindersley, V.C., 
in Harley v. Moon (1 Dr. & Sm.), said at p. 627: “If . . . the 
testatrix says I give £100 each to A. and B. and the remainder 
I give to ©., without specifying the amount of the remainder, 
the court has held that, in the absence of anything shewing a different 
tion, the intention was to give the residue as a specific sum to C. 
‘nat as specifically as the gifts to A. and B. That is the case of Page v. 
a well, in which the court considered that the intention was to give 
toeach legatee a definite portion of the funds; and in such case if the 
fands, by reason of corts or otherwise, becomes diminished, each legatee 
must bear a due proportion of the loss”’ ; and Lord Romilly, M.R , in Petre 
y, Petre (14 Beav.) said, at p. 200: ‘‘ The authority of Page v. Leapingwell 
applies where the testator disposes of an estate which he assumes will 
uce a given sum, or with an ascertained fund, in Which cases it is 
Seeeent whether, after he has given certain portions, he specifies 
the remainder by stating its amount or by comprising it under 
the term ‘residue.’’’ And the accuracy of that is seen by reference to 
the decision in Page v. Leapingwell. Now, turning to the will, the testator 
ve a sum of £20,000 to his trustees and directed it to be invested, and 
after the determination of the trust for his wife he directed his trustees to 
retain two sums of £7,000 in trust for his two daughters and to transfer 
the balance of the fund to his son. Why is not that a gift of £6,000 to 
theson? Upon the authorities and the construction according to the rule 
that has been laid down it is a specific gift of £6,000. It has been con- 
tended that the testator contemplated the possibility of the securities 
nting the £20,000 not being sufficient to pay the two sums of £7,000 
tothe daughters. That argument prevailed in the two cases cited. There 
the testator contemplated the possibility of some deduction being made, 
and the court held logically that it could not be supposed that the 
testator intended to give a specific sum by the gift of the balance when he 
directed that sums should be deducted from the total, but that contention 
does not apply here. ‘The testator spoke of transferring the balance 
because he had directed the money to be invested, and all that he could 
deal with upon the death of his wife were the investments representing the 
trust fund. The only thing I need say about De Quetteville v. De Quetteville 
is that that case was decided upon a very difficult will which was quite 
different from the present one.—CounseL, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Sebas- 
tian; Ball; Stewart Smith, K.C., and Gatey ; Mulligan, K.C., and Gurdon. 
Souicrrors, Kingsford, Dorman, § Co., for Campbell, Brown, § Leabrook, 
Warwick; Rawle, Johnstone, § Co.; W. M. Tayler § Son, for A. Rooke, 
Birmingham. 
[Reported by R. Frankuin Stussine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


THELLUSSON v. VISCOUNT VALENTIA. Joyce, J. 8th, 12th, 20th, 
2ist, and 22nd Feb. 


Civus—Sportinc AND Soctat—ALTERaTION oF Rutes—Ricuts or MemBers. 


This was an action by the plaintiffs on behalf of themselves and the 
other members of the Hurlingham Club against the trustees of the said 
club and A. L. Lister on behalf of himself and the committee of the said 
dub for a declaration that certain resolutions passed at the annual general 
meeting of the said club on the 20th of May, 1905, were not bindi 
on the members of the club and that the said resolutions were nu 
and void. The Hurlingham Club was formed in 1868, and its objects 
were stated in rule 2: ‘‘ The club is instituted for the purpose of 
providing a ground for pigeon-shooting, surrounded with certain acces- 
sories, and so situated as to render it an agreeable country resort, not alone 
to those who take part in pigeon-shooting, but also to their family and 
friends.”’ Rule 16 provided that the management of the club should be 
conducted by the committee, who should have powers to make bye-laws 
consistent with the rules of the club. Rule 30 (now rule 22 vided the 
means by which the rules of the club could be altered or added to. These 
rules were altered and added to from time to time, and the rules so altered 
and added to are contained in an edition published in 1904, By this 
edition it appears that rule 2 now provides: ‘‘The club is instituted for 
the purpose of providing a ground for pigeon-shooting, polo, and other 
sports, surrounded with such accessories and so situated as to render it an 
agreeable country resort not only to members, but also to their families 
and friends.” A portiomwef the club grounds has always been set apart 
and facilities provided for pigeon-shooting. At the annual general 
meeting of the club, held on the 20th of May, 1905, the following resolu- 
tion was passed by the requisite (under rule 22) two-thirds majority: 
“Resolved that pigeon-shooting be discontinued at the Hurlingham Club 
after December, 1905.’ The plaintiffs thereupon commenced this 
action. For the plaintiffs it was contended that as pigeon-sh 
was the primary object for which the club was instituted, rule 
Was a fundamental rule and could not be altered by a two-thirds majority 
under rule 22: Baird v., Wells (34 Sourcrrors’ Journat 320, 44 Ch. D. 661), 
Allen v. Gold Reefs of West Africa (44 Sorscirors’ Journnat 261; 1900, 1 
Oh. 656), Imperial Hydropathic Hotel Co., Blackpool v. Hampson (31 W. R. 
830, 23 Ch. D. 1), and Pickering v. Stephenson (20 W. R. 654, 14 Kq. 322). 
For the defendants it was urged that none of the rules of the club were so 
fundamental as to be incapable of being altered in accordance with rule 
22: Hopkinson v. Marquis of Bxeter (16 W. R. 266, 5 Eq. 63), Dawkins v. 
Antrodus (25 Sourcrrons’ Journat 257, 17 Oh. D. 615), Walker v. London 
Tramways Co. (23 Soxicrtors’ Jovnnat 681, 12 Ch. D, 705), Andrews v. Gas 
Meter Co, (41 Soxrcrrons’ Journan 255; 1897, 1 Ch, 361), Harrison vy. 
Marquis of Abergavenny (57 L. T. 360), and Punt v. Symons § Co, (Limited) 
(47 Soxicrrons’ Jourwar 619; 1908, 2 Ch. 506), 

Joxcn, J., in giving judgment said that under rule 22 the club had 





express powers to alter any ofits rules. Every member who had joined 
the club had done so subject to the exercise of such 


of alterin 
the rules, and with full notice of all the a the rules. The 
power of altering rules had been exercised time to time, and the rules 


as they now stood embodied the result of all the alterations, including the 
alteration to rule 2. There was no rule of law which required any com- 
pany or other association to continue to fulfil each and every of the several 
purposes for which it was originally formed. If there was any limit to 
the power of altering the rules it had not been transgressed. No rule was 
so fundamental as to exempt it from addition or alteration. At all events 
there was no fundamental rule that any icular sport should be pro- 
vided for. The action, therefore, f » and must be dismissed.— 
CounseL, Danckwerts, K.C., and Sturges; Younger, K.C., and Awusten- 
Cartmell. Soxicrrors, W. Sturges § Co. ; Nussey § Fellowes. 


[Reported by P. Jonn Bouanp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


PEAT v. CLAYTON. Joyce, J. 13th, 14th, and 20th Feb. 


Company—SuHares—Ricut To Registration —Prior Eavurry—Disrrincas 
—Lonpon Srocx Excnance. 


This was an action by the trustees of a deed of assignment in favour of 
creditors for a declaration that they were entitled to be registered as owners 
of forty shares in the Randfontein Estates Gold Mining Co., Witwaters- 
rand (Limited) and forty shares in the Oceana Minerals Co. (Limited). 
The facts were as follows: On the 24th of October, 1904, the defendant 
Clayton executed a deed of assignment of all his property to the plaintiff 
and others as trustees for his creditors. At that date he was the registered 
owner of the shares in question. Olayton refused to hand over the certifi- 
cates for the said shares to the trustees, saying that they were not in his 
possession. On the 8thof November the trustees gave notice of the assign- 
ment to both companies, and on the 10th of November Clayton instructed 
Messrs. 8. & O, Cohen, members of the London Stock Exchange, who were 
defendants in this action, to sell the shares. On the 16th of November 
Clayton handed the certificates to Messrs. Cohen and took £25 on account. 
On the 30th of November Messrs. Cohen 1 the certificates with the 
respective companies and got the ers certified. On the Ist 
of December Messrs. Cohen handed the transfers, executed by Clayton, 
to the purchasers’ brokers, who paid Messrs. Cohen, who, on the 
same day gave Clayton the balance of the purchase-money. In the case 
of the Randfontein shares the com refused to register transfer, but 
it appeared in the register of Co. that the transfer of the 
shares in that company had been registered and su’ uently cancelled. 
At the date of the commencement of the action all the stood in the 
name of Clayton and no certificates had been issued. The purchaser’s 
brokers demanded other shares from Messrs. Cohen in substitution of those 
sold by Clayton, and Messrs. Cohen, as they were bound to do by the 
rules and custom of the Stock Exchange, purchased and delivered to the 

urchaser’s brokers other shares. It was contended on behalf of Messrs. 
Gchen that, having provided the purchaser with other shares, they were 
entitled to stand in the *s shoes in respect of Clayton's shares, 
and that although the tiff’s equity was first in time, it could not 
prevail ; the plaintiffs were guilty of — in not serving the companies 
with notice in lieu of distringas. er, it was contended as to the 
Oceana shares that Messrs. Cohen had an immediate right to registration, 
and therefore had a legal interest. 

Joyce, J., in giving judgment, said : As I understand the law, where there 
are several claimants to shares in the name of a third person, 
the equitable title which was prior in time prevailed, unless the claimant 
under a subsequent equitable title proved that as between him and the com- 

had acquired an absolute and unconditional right to be registered as 

the owner of the shares. I am, therefore, of opinion that the plaintiffs 

are entitled to the Randfontein shares, nor do I think they have been 

guilty of negligence. It they had i 
ave been just the same. It wo 

registering the transfer to the purchaser. Messrs. Cohen 


from 
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urchase-money to Cohen without ing’ as to whether there was any 
} ; ro ry as to the 
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distringas or other stop against that 
register that the transfer fron Olayton 
ter that the 
entered on the register. It does not appear by what authority this 
done. At all events no such ion ought to | 
regard to the notice the company had received t previous communi- 
cation with the giver of that notice. However, the purchaser was un- 
able to get a certificate and demanded other shares, which were at 
once provided by Messrs. Cohen. The transfer of Clayton's shares 
was cancelled, so that in the result the shares are in Clayton's 
name still. I do not think that the purchaser had any such legal interest as 
was contended. At all events Messrs. Cohen's interest (if any) was equit- 
able only. In my opinion they had no t absolute unconditional 
right to be as owners of those 


notice of the claim of the ntiffs, or, at 
SF Geas ten nee oe 
which Messrs. Cohen may 
interest in them, which is, of course, sub: 
What I have said with reference to the of negligence on the 

of Go eS eee of the Ooeana shares just as much as 
to the case of the Randfontein shares. The result is that the plaintiffs 
are entitled to succeed in this action.—Counser, Yownger, K.C., and 
Johnston ; Hughes, K.0,, and > Clausen, Sourcrrons, Andrew, Peed, 
Purves, § Sutton, for J. Hewitt, ley ; Coden ¢ Coden » Addison, Brown, ¢ 


Jones, 
= [Reported by H. Wo.corr Wanxea, Bag., Barvisterat-Law,! 
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High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
LOVELL v. RICHINGS. Div. Court. 21st Feb. 


Lanpiorp AND Trenant—Distress—ImpLements or TrapE—‘* To THE VALUE 
or £5”,—Law or Distress AmenpMENT Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 21), 
s. 4—Covunry Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c, 43), s. 147. 


Appeal from the County Court of Middlesex, holden at Southwark, on 
the grounds (1) that a hired cab is not an implement of trade; (2) that 
being admittedly in excess of £5 in value, it does not come within the 
exemption of section 147 of the County Courts Act, 1888, set out below. 
The Law of Distress Amendment Act, 1888, s. 4, provides: ‘‘ From and 
after the passing of this Act the following goods and chattels shall be 
exempt from distress for rent—namely, any goods or chattels of the 
tenant or his family which would be protected from seizure in execution 
under section 96 of the County Courts Act, 1846, or any enactment amend- 
ing or substituted for the same.’’ Under this section the operative section 
is section 147 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which provides: ‘‘ Every 
bailiff . . may seize and take any of the goods and chattels of such 
person (excepting . . . the tools and implements of his trade to the 
value of £5, which shall to that extent be protected from such seizure).’’ 
Counsel for the appellant argued that a hired cab could not be an imple- 
ment of trade, because the cabman could hire another cab and pursue his 
calling, the raison d’étre of this class of legislation being referred to by 
Darling, J., in Marten v. Fraser (85 L. T.611).. As to the value, section 147 
said “‘to the value of £5,”’ which he submitted was the limit. Counsel 
for the mdent said that the tenant was to be protected “to that 
extent’; therefore at least £5 must be protected, and if the only way 
was to protect more than £5 that was the landlord’s misfortune, 

Tue Cover (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Riotey and Daruine, JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, C.J.,in the course of his judgment said that, although 
not clear, the hired cab must be held an implement of trade. A hired 
threshing machine was evidently considered to be an implement of trade 
in Fenton v. Logan (9 Bing. 676), the only dispute being whether at the 
time of the distress it was in actual use. In respect to the value the 
view of the county court judge was the better view, that you must at 
least leave tools to the amount of £5, and if by accident there were no 
tools of less value than £5, the protection was not taken away. 

Riptey and Darurnc, JJ., concurred.—CovnseL, Francke ; Radcliffe, K.C., 
and Schwabe. Sortcrrons, H. EB. Tudor ; J. Aplin Nicholls. 


[Reported by Mavnicz N. Devcgver, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. 


CLACK v. CLACK. Div. Court. 2Ist Feb. 
Practrice—Cotunty Covrr—Ricnut To Repty. 


This was an appeal from the County Court of Oxford, at Witney, upon 
the refusal of the judge to grant a new trial. The application was made, 
inter alia, on the ground that the county court judge refused to allow 
counsel for the plaintiff to address the jury after the defendant had called 
evidence to support his case. The judgment of Darling, J., is set out fully 
on account of his remarks referring to solicitors. Counsel for the 
appellant stated that the right to reply did not rest upon statute. In 
the High Court it was governed by ord. 36, r. 36, re-enacting section 
Procedure Act, 1854, “‘the right to reply shall 
be as heretofore.’’ At common law the right had been universally 

ized (Tidd’s Practice (9th ed.) and Chitty’s Practice, 1842). 
Nothing in the County Courts Act, 1888, took away the common 
law right. It might lead to a manifest injustice because in the county 
court there were no pleadings and the plaintiff knew nothing of the 
nature of the defence until it was opened. Section 164 of the County 
Court Act, 1888, provides that rules of practice where not provided for 
expressly in the Act should be assimila to the practice in the High 
Court. In Dymock v. Watkins (10 Q. B. D. 451) the court refused to inter- 
fere, but there the defendant claimed the right to sum up, and the court 
held that no such right was given by the common law or by statute. 
Counsel for the respondent contended it was entirely discretionary. 
Section 164 was not imperative ; ‘‘ may be adopted.”” Thecourt would not 
grant a new trial on such a ground unless manifest wrong had been done: 
Booth v. Milns (15 M. & W. 669). 

Tur Cover (Lord Atversroxz, C.J., and Ripitzy and Danuta, JJ.) 
ordered the application for a new trial to be re-heard by the county court 
judge. 

; Lord A.vzxzstoxs, CJ., said a long series of cases shewed clearly that 
at common law the plaintiff had a right to reply if the defendant had put 
in evidence ; as far as the High Court was concerned the procedure was 
governed by ord. 6, r. 36. Section 164 of the County Courts Act was not 
. Some difficulty arose as to the question whether a new trial 

be ordered, it having been the practice in a class of cases strictly 
analogous to that not to order a new trial unless there had been a “‘ clear 
and manifest wrong’’ done. But the county court judge had not really 
eomsidered on the application whether injustice had been done and the 


18 of Common Law 


application must be re-heard, and the county court judge “ought to 
regard our ruling that under ordinary circumstances there is a right to 
reply in the county court,”’ 

Bivier, J., 2 4 

Dautixe, J., said that it appeared that the objection was taken in the 
as by the wlicitor for the defendant, who asked the judge to 
way there was no right to reply in the county court. He dared 
way that 


there was among solicitors some such impression which the 
judgment of my lord was enfficient to show was « false impression. It 
came at atime when the county court only dealt with small debts, but 
people who practise’ now in the county courte must remember that a 


—= 
larger jurisdiction had been conferred, and the county courts tried CASS ag 
important as many of those tried in that court, and which were commonly 
tried in former days at the assizes. Therefore they should be carefy} 
odserve the rules which had long been laid down, and which although 
might have been neglected without harm when the courts were for 
debts, would then lead to injustice where cases involving difficult points o 
law were under their jurisdiction.—Counsen, Ames ; Turrell. Soxtcrtons, 
Edridge § Newnham; Hatt, Oxford. 


[Reported by Maurice N. Drucqusr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.]} 


SOUTH BRITISH FIRE AND MARINE INSURANCE CO. OF 
ZEALAND v. DE COSTA AND OTHERS. Bigham, J. 16th Feb, 


Marine Insurance—Rersurance—F.P.A. Cravse—“ Eacn Onarr 70 gp 
Deemep A Separate Insurance’’—“ £1,000 Excess or £500 ’’—Insunupg 
Payinc £298 as Proportion or Loss on Loss or Crart—Lianmrry op 
REINSURERS. 


The plaintiffs’ claim was to recover £70 4s. 4d., being the de. 
fendant’s share of a loss under a policy of reinsurance effected 
by the plaintiffs with the defendants On the 3rd of June the 
plaintiffs agreed to issue an insurance of £2,000 on a cargo of 
wheat to be carried from the Black Sea to England on the steam. 
ship Whinfield. The risk was from warehouse to warehouse. At 
that time the actual value of the cargo was not ascertained, so the plain. 
tiffs’ proportion was estimated at £2,000. On the 13th of June the plain. 
tiffs reinsured part of their risk with the defendants; they reinsured 
£1,000 excess of £500. When the cargo was valued the plaintiffs’ propor. 
tion was found to be £1,914. On the 3rd of July the policy of insurance 
for £1,914 was issued. On the 25th of July the policy of reinsurance 
was issued. On or about the 10th of July it was ascertained that a 
barge carrying wheat to the vessel to the value of £3,000 had sunk, In 
respect of that loss the plaintiffs paid their proportion, viz. £298, and 
they claimed from the defendants—the reinsurers—the latter’s propor. 
tion (£70 4s 4d.) of the reinsured amount of £1,000, excess of £500. At- 
tached to the policy of reinsurance were the following clauses: ‘‘ Special 
F.P.A. Olause.—Including all risks of craft and/or raft and/or of any 
special lighterage, each craft, raft, or lighter to be deemed a separate insur- 
ance’’; ‘‘ warranted free from particular average unless the ship or craft 
or cargo be stranded.’’ It was contended for the plaintiffs that they were 
interested to the extent of £1,914, which was in excess of £500, that the 
defendants were liable for the excess up to £1,000. The words “each 
craft to be deemed a separate insurance’’ were inserted for the purpose 
of recovering from the insurer for a total loss of one barge-load 
as a total loss of a thing separately insured. It was contended for the 
defendants that the amount which the plaintiffs had at risk was under 
£500; their proportion which they would have to pay, taking into con- 
sideration the other policies which were in existence on the whole of the 
cargo, did not amount to £500 in this barge, and as each craft was to be 
deemed a separate insurance the defendants were not liable ; there was no 
excess beyond £500. 

Bicuam, J., held that the plaintiffs had paid rightfully their proportion 
of the loss on the wheat, amounting to £298, as the loss fell upon them. 
‘* £1,000 excess of £500’’ meant that if on the original policy it should be 
found that the plaintiffs were interested to an amount above £500, then for 
that excess up to £1,000 the re-insurers should relieve the insurers. The 
primary object of a contract of re-insurance was to indemnify the insurer 
against a certain risk. In insurance policies, charter-parties, bills of 
lading, &c., various provisions were inserted which might be applicable or 
not to the particular contract which was being made. ‘The words in the 
F.P.A. clause, ‘“‘each craft to be deemed a separate insurance,’’ were 
inserted in the policy solely in reference to a particular average claim, 
and meant that if a craft was lost containing a part of the whole insured 
interest that craft should be treated as if it were a separate insurance, 60 
though only containing a part it should be paid for as if it were the whole. 
That clause could not be read as affecting the contract of insurance. In 
his opinion the defendants were liable. Judgment for the plaintiffs.— 
CounseL, J. 4. Hamilton, K.C., and Mackinnon ; Sorutton, K.C., and Maurice 
Hill. Soxscrrons, Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton ; Thomas Cooper § 0. 


[Reported by W. T. Turton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


CROCKER v. MAYOR, &., OF PLYMOUTH. Div. Court. 27th Feb. 


Loca Avtruoriry —Epvcation Avutrnorrry—Satagres or TEACHERS 
Contro. oy Manacers ny Epucation Autrnorrry—Priviry or Contact 
serween Tvacners ANd Epvucation Avruorrry—Epvucation Act, 1902 
(2 Eo. 7, c. 42), s. 7. 


Appeal from the County Court of Devonshire, holden at Plymouth. By 
an agreement of the 22nd of March, 1899, the plaintiff was engaged by the 
managers of Compton School, Plymouth, as assistant schoolmistress, at 4 
salary of £50, increasing to £80, subject to three months’ notice on either 
side. The lst of April, 1903, was the day appointed for the coming Mt 
operation of the Education Act, 1902; new managers were duly appointed 
and the plaintiff continued to give her service@as theretofore. The } 
education authority paid the salaries of the teachers direct. Om 
the 4th of August, 1903, the following resolution was passed by | 
local education authority: ‘‘ Resolved, that the marriages of princ 
and assistant mistresses in provided and non-provided schools sha 
be y otioy to three months’ notice to terminate the engagement 
On the 11th of August, 1903, the following letter was sent by the local 
education authority to the managers of Compton School: I beg @ 
inform you that the authority have decided that the marriage of principe’ 
and assistant mistresses in future shall be equivalent to three m 








notice to determine the agreement,’’ No express notice of this resolution 
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was given by the education authority to the plaintiff, although she heard 
Beton an outside source. The °P tiff married on the 9th of August, 
1904. She had from the Ist of April, 1903, to the 30th of November, 1904, 
heen paid her salary direct by the education authority. On the 30th of 
November, 1904, the received the following letter from the authority : ‘‘ I 
beg to inform you the three months’ notice to which under the regulations 
your iage was equivalent, having now expired, the salary sent here- 
with will your final payment as a teacher on the staff of the 
Compton Mixed School.” The plaintiff continued to teach down to 
the month of April, and it was in respect to the salary for this 
iod that she sued the local education authority. e county 
court judge gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendants appealed. The 
Education Act, 1902, s. 7, sub-section 1, provides: ‘‘ The local education 
authority shall maintain and keep efficient all public elementary schools 
within their area which are necessary, and have the control of all expen- 
diture required for that purpose, other than expenditure for which, under 
the Act, provision is to be made by the managers ; but in the case of a 
school not provided by them only so long as the following cond@itions and 
visions are complied with: (a2) The managers of the school shall carry 
out any directions of the local education authority as to the secular 
instruction to be given in the school, including any directions with respect 
tothe number and educational qualifications of the teachers to be employed 
for such instruction, and for the dismissal of any teacher on educational 
unds; and if the managers fail to carry out any such directions the 
Foal education authority shall, in addition to their other powers, 
have themselves the power to carry out the direction in question 
as if they were the managers. . . Sub-section (3) If any 
mestion arises under this section between the local education 
authority and thé managers of the school not provided by the 
authority that question shall be determined by the Board of Education. 
Sub-section (7). The managers of a school maintained but not provided 
by the local education authority . shall . . . havetheexclusive 
power of appointing and dismissing teachers.”’ Counsel for the appellants 
contended that there was no privity of contract between the teacher and 
the education authority, the contract having been made with the managers. 
The appellants admittedly paid the respondent her salary, but there was no 
statutory obligation to do so, as it was sufficient to provide funds for the 
managers to pay the salary. And even if there werea statutory obligation 
it came to an end as soon as the managers failed to obey the direc- 
tion given to them about the marriage of their teachers. The action 
cannot be for services rendered, because the appellants paid for that 
down to the 30th of November, 1904, after which express notice was 
given that services would be no longer required, any further obliga- 
tion must be based on contract, and that would require a contract 
under seal. Counsel for the respondent contended that privity of con- 
tract had been established by conduct, the local education authority 
having paid the salary and sought to bind the plaintiff by the resolution of 
August, 1903. The education authority had not in fact given any direc- 
tion tothe managers; the resolution could not be said to have been a 
direction on ‘‘ educational grounds,’ and the court was entitled to construe 
those words, section 7, sub-section 3, and section 16 notwithstanding. 

Tae Court (Lord Atvexstong, C.J., and Riptey and Darina, JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstone, ©.J., in giving judgment, held that the action 
would not lie against the local education authority. The contract was 
with the managers, and if there had been a statutory obligation on the 
education authority to pay personally the teacher, an action in the case 
might have been framed. But the only obligation on the authority was to 
provide funds. The point did not arise, but he thought that the court 
would have no jurisdiction to try the question whether the resolution was 
on ‘educational grounds.”’ 

Riotey and Darina, JJ., concurred.—Covunset, Rawlinson, K.C., and 
Mackenzie; Barlow. Soxicrrors, Sharpe, Powell, § Co., for Ellis, Town Clerk, 
Plymouth ; Crowders, Vizard, Oldham, § Co., for Shelly § Johns, Plymouth. 

[Reported by Mavuricoz N. Dravcqgusr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Law Societies. 


The Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society. 


The thirty-first annual general meeting of this oy held on the 
22nd ult. There were present: Messrs. J. O. Auty, O. Barker, J. Binney, 
R, M. Brown (vice-president), J. Newton Coombe, J. H. Davidson, W. E 
Dyson, F. E, Eaton, L. E. Emmet, E. T. Harrop, W. Hiller, A. Howe, 
A. E, ©. Ludlam, A. E. Maxfield, S. J. Newsome, J. K. Parker, 
D, H. Porrett, A. B. Richardson, P. B. Richardson, J. P. Russell, H. E. 
Sandford, G. H. Simpson, T, A. Skinner, A. Slater, P. G. Smith, A. A. 
Tasker, J. B, Wheat, G, A. Wilson, and J. E. Wing. 

The notice convening the meeting, and the re: » as printed and 
circulated, having been taken as read, it was resolved : 

1. That the report presented by the committee be received, confirmed, 
and adopted, 

2. That the accounts of Mr. Arthur Wightman, the treasurer for the 
past year, be approved and passed, and that the thanks of the society be 
given to him for his services, 

3. That the cordial thanks of the society be given to Mr. Philip K, 
Wake, the president, for the ability with which he has filled the office, 
and the consideration he has given to his duties during the past year. 

4, That the cordial thanks of the corety be ~— to Mr. Edward 

ley for the able manner in which he has discharged the office of 
Y secretary during the past year, 


5. That Mr. R. M. Brown be elected the t, Mr. J. Newton 
Coombe the vice-president, and Mr. Arthur Wightman be re-elected the 
treasurer, and Mr. Edward Bramley the secretary of the society. 

6. That the following gentlemen be hereby appointed to act with the 
officers mentioned in the last resolution as the committee for the i 
year: Messrs. H. 8. Barker, T. H. Bingley, G A. Bond omg! L. I 
Clegs, F. N. Creswick, P. B. Coward, E. T. , A. Howe, H. % 
A. E. Maxfield, J. K. Parker, P. G. Smith, P. K. Wake, B. A. Wightman, 
and G. A. Wilson. 

7, That the best thanks of the society be given to Messrs Charles 
Padley and H. Bedford their kindness in auditing the accounts for the 


past = 

8. That Messrs. W. Hiller and and A. E. C. Ludlam be appointed 
auditors for the ensuing year. 

9. That the thanks of the society be age to the Right Honourable 
C. B. Stuart Wortley, K.C., M.P., for his attention to the matters laid 
before him by the committee, and for prints of the Public Bills 
into the House of Commons during the past session which he has f 
to the cammittee. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the meeting. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee of the 
society : 

Members.—The number of members is now 174. The committee regret 
the loss, by death, during the year of Mr. Benjamin Burdekin. Admitted 
in 1855, he was one of the original members of the society on its formation 
in 1875, was president in 1883, and always took a great interest in its 
welfare and prosperity. A deputation from the society attended his 
funeral as a mark of respect. 

Land Transfer.—A communication was received from Mr. E. W. 
Williamson (secretary of the Law Society), asking for the assistance of 
our society in bringing before Parliamentary the objections to 
compulsory registration of land, and the necessity of a searching 
into the working of the Act in the county of London before it was made 
applicable to any other part of England. The committee undertook the 
circularization of the candidates in the different constituencies within the 
district of their society, but only a few answers were received; these, 
however, were in favour of an inquiry into the working of the Act before 
the working area was extended. 

Legal Education.—The question of 1 education has received consider- 
able attention during the year. In February, 1905, d from the 
society met representatives of the Council of the Yorkshire of 
Studies and suggested that the board shouid take steps, either by affilia- 
tion with the new Sheffield University when formed, or otherwise to bring 
Sheffield into line with the rest of Yorkshire. At a subsequent 
of the committee it was resolved that association with the board would be 
welcomed in connection with any future vision by the Sheffieid 
University, for legal in the Sh district, and a sub- 
committee was formed to deal with the question. As the result of 
several meetings of this sub-committee, and of correspondence between 
its chairman Mr. A. E. Maxfield, and Mr. F. J. Munby, the chairman 
of the Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies, the latter has 
to place before his board S Sa of the sub-committee that 
the board should bring f some definite scheme recognizing 
the Sheffield University as one of the board’s centres for education 
in the county, and placing the students in South Y: Fee 
under the — e coe penn of that epee the Yorkshire 
Board of tudies being represented upon such committee. 
The charter for the new University of Sheffield was obtained on 8th of April, 
1905, and a sub-committee was appointed by the senate to consider the 
best means of placing the law department ona more permanent basis. As 
a result, this committee, in conjunction with the committee of legal studies 
of the University, made certain recommendations which in due course will 
be brought under consideration of the University council. Formal 
tions have also been made to the Sheffield University and to the Law 
for grants to the legal studies department, and the committee have 
reason to hope that applications will meet with favourable response. I 
may be mentioned that the secretary has had an interview with Prof. Jenks, 
the director of the scheme established by the Council of the Law Society for 
dealing with the funds at their disposal, at which the position of Sheffield, 
financial and otherwise, was we § discussed, wy thee 4 nee ny eee, 
tions have been made the subject of a report to the Legal Studies 
Pending the adoption of a definite scheme, either in co-operation with the 
Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies or for t action, it has been 
decided to continue the present lectures for session. 

Dedicated Streets List.—A new aud complete list of dedicated streets has 
new Deen eee yO can be obtained 
cation at the library, or to the secretary. poner ee 
of the compiler are due to the officials at the of the town 
gentlemen at the Duke of Norfolk's offices, by whom most valua’ 
ance was rendered. Without their the 
would have been impossible, It is proposed from to ti 
su Laer ges for which a small charge will be made. 

Peed Aotions Proceedings. — 662 actions were commenced 
field District Registry during oy 19085, 
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19,459 ordinary summonses, 5,988 default summonses, and 4,730 judgment 
summonses were issued by the Sheffield County Court during the year 
: 1905. 



















































































The Birmingham Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee of this 
society : 
Menbers,—The number of members as compared with last year shews 
an increase of one. ‘Ten new members have been elected, four have 
resigned, three have ceased to be members by reason of non-payment of 
subscriptions, and two have died ; the number on the register on the 31st 
of December last was 365. Twenty-four barristers have during the year 
subscribed for the privilege of using the library. During the year your 
committee have had the pleasure of congratulating Mr. A. L. Lowe on his 
appointment as one of the registrars of the High Court for this district 
of the county court in the place of the late Mr. H. Glaisyer: they also 
= a resolution of congratulation to Mr. C. G. Beale on his election as 
Mayor of the @ity to fill the vacancy caused by the death of the late 
Lord Mayor, Mr. Councillor Berkeley. Your committee should also report 
that following upon the creation in January, 1905, of the See of Birming- 
ham, Mr. J. B. Clarke, a past president of the society, was appointed first 
registrar of the new diocese, and your committee have much pleasure in 
congratulating him and the diocese upon the appointment. 

Law Classes.—The number attending these classes shew a considerable 
falling off, forty-three students having joined the classes in the course of 
the year as compared with fifty-four last year. The committee have re- 
appointed Mr. Pearson as reader for the ensuing session. They have also 
appointed Mr. A. E. M. Long, chartered accountant, as reader in the 
subject of book-keeping, which has now been made a compulsory subject 
for the Intermediate Examination. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
HONOURS EXAMINATION.—Janvary, 1906. 


At the Examination for Honours of candidates for admission on the Roll 
of Solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


First Cuass. 
[In order of Merit. ] 


Haroip Moreton Moss, who served his clerkship with Mr. Norris Alfred 
Ernest Way, of the firm of Messrs. Walker, Smith, & Way, of Chester; 
and Messrs. Chester, Broome, & Griffiths, of London. 

Sypney Eversuep Acate, who served his clerkship with Mr. A. H. 
Worthington, of the firm of Messrs. Darbishers, Tatham, Worthington, 
& Co., of Manchester; and Messrs. Cunliffes & Davenport, of London. 

Ricnasp Wepp, M.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter 
E. Bateson, of the firm of Messrs. Batesons, Warr, & Wimshurst, of Liver- 


Astuonxy Hepiey Leatuart, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Robert Pybus, of the firm of Messrs. Gibson, Pybus, & Pybus, of 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Gereatp Farpexick Natper, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Marrack, Nalder, & Hockin, of Truro. 

Secoxp Cuass. 


[In Alphabetical Order. } 


John Arthur Bancroft, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Loch, 
of the firm of Messrs. Robert Loch & Muncaster, of Tenby ; and Messrs, 
Rawle, Johnson, & Uo., of London. 

Frank Beverley, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with Mr. E. H. 
- 5 of the firm of Messrs. Scatcherd, Hopkins, & Middlebrcoks, 
of Leeds. 

Thomas Ashworth Buckley, who served his clerkship with Mr. B. T. 
Westwell, of Accrington. 

Charles Crebbin, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Bates, of 
Morecambe 


Charles Augustus Davis, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred 
William Burchell, of London. 

Frederick Edward Ernest John Hall, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Alexander Neill, of the firm of Messrs. Neill & Holland, of Bradford. 

Cuthbert Hall Hislop, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with Mr. 
James , of Manchester. 

William Wetherell Hodgson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis 
Raymond Steavenson, of the firm of Messrs. Steavenson, Sons, & Plant, 
of Darlington. ’ 

Cyril Dunman Lacey, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles James 
Lacey, of Bournemouth. 

Arthur James Gurney Lindsell, B.A. (Oamb.), who served his clerkship 
with Mr. A. T. Simpson, of the firm of Messrs. Stone, Simpson, & Mason, 
ot Tunbridge Wells. 

inley, who served his clerkship with Mr. Vdwin Ernest Smith, 
of the firm of Mesers; Lambert & Smith, of Manchester. 

Ernest Nash, who served his clerkehip with Mr. David Churton Taylor, 
of London. 


Morgan Isaac Walters, who served his clerkship with Mr. Gwilym 
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Turmp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Francis Eric Leonard Bache, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thoma 
od Bache, of the firm of Messrs. William Bache & Son, of West Brom. 
wich. 

William Burton Cooper, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Harry Hall, of Hull. 

George Francis Donne, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. A. y 
Treacher and Mr. J. K. Nye, both of the firm of J. K. Nye & Treacher, of 
Brighton. 

John Harold Hopkins, who served his clerkship with Mr. R. Sheritop 
Holmes, of Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

William Howes Linnell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederie 
Ellen, of the firm of Messrs. Howes, Percival, & Ellen, of Northampton, 

James Victor Lister, who served his clerkship with Mr. Matthew Henry 
Jones, of the firm of Messrs. Matthew Jones & Rees, of Liverpool. 

Chilton Barton Milton, who served his cierkship with Mr. A. Reynolds 
Norman, of the firm of Messrs. Norman & Stigant, of Chatham; ang 
Messrs. W. A. E. Headley, of London. 

Arthur Sidney Fitzgerald Pruen, who served his clerkship with Messrs, 
Winterbotham, Gurney, & Co., of Cheltenham ; and Messrs. Waterhongg 
& Co., of London. 

Frederick Jotcham White, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
George Salisbury, of the firm of Messrs. Salisbury & Griffiths, of Bristol, 

The Council of the Law Society have accordingly given class certificates 
and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Moss—The Clement’s Inn Prize—value about £10; and The 
Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 guineas. 

To Mr. Agate—The Clifford’s Inn Prize—value 5 guineas. 

To Mr. Wedd—The New Inn Prize—value 5 guineas ; and the John 
Mackrell Prize—value about £12. 

To Messrs. Leathart and Nalder—The Law Society’s Prizes—value 
5 guineas each. 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the Second 
and Third Classes. 

Ninety candidates gave notice for the Examination. 





PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 7th and 8th of 
February, 1906: 


Angus, John Archibald Jackson, Albert 

Arthur, Ralph Johnson, Stanley Webb 
Atkinson, George Jones, Gwynne Mervyn 

Baker, Dudley Molyneux Kearney, Robert John 
Berrington, George William Buxton Knowles, William Doudney 
Bestley, Walter Frank Lake, Reginald St. George 
Bolitho, Walter Charles Guy Levé, Harry 

Broad, John Moxon Leyson, William Aubrey 

Browne, Hugh Bensley Lowther, Harold Roy 

Card, John Victor Mammatt, Edward Martin 
Charnley, Reginald Marsh, Arthur Percival 

Clough, Norman John Melville-Bergheim, Charles Melville 
Collins, Arthur Hibbard Morfitt, Edward 

Cox, Bernard Morgan, Robert Francis 
Davidson, George William Morgan, Robert Naunton Wingfield 
Davies, Thomas Clement Offen, Alfred John 

Dickinson, Ronald Francis Bicker- Preston, Sidney 

steth Rutherford-Elliot, William James 

Dixon, John Harrison Elphinstone 

Dommett, Joseph Albert Saville, Albert 

Ede, Edward Murray Charles Sell, Reginald 

Elias, Tom Millward Shaw, Joseph Morris 

Ellison, Thomas Frederick Smith, Arsold Edward 

Evans, Dudley Spooner, Richard Hugh Meredith 
Evans, Evan Howells Sprott, Frederick William 

Evans, Randle James Stafford, Hubert Langley 

Finch, Arthur Baker Stephens, Harold Edric 

Fletcher, John Douglas Stephenson, Ritchard Balm 
Glanville, Leonard Foster Strother, Thomas Lancelot Williaa 
Gover, Henry Symonds, Henry Stephen Powlson 
Graham, William Johnston anfield, Arthur Reginald 

Graves, Walter Francis Taylor, James Edward 

Griffiths, John Ernest Thompson, Percy Langhorn 
Grundy, Geoffrey Stewart Waddington, George 

Hales, Gerard White, Lowell Aldersey 

Hine, Noel Austin Wade Wilkinson, William Elmslie 
Howard, Charles Malcolm Williams, George 
Hulton, James Williams, Thomas Dawkin Windsor 
Hurley, Thomas Charles Wreford-GMavill, Alured John 


Number of candidates, 125; passed, 76. 





Law Students’ Debating Society. 


The Law Students’ Debating Society, which was founded in 1836, and 
now numbers upwards of 500 members belonging to both branches of the 
fession, held their annual smoking concert in the Common Room of the 








Jones, of Mountain Ash, 


w Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 16th of February. 
Lord Alvergtone was in the chair, and among the gueste were Mr. 
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sacs, K.C., M.P., Sir John Gray Hill, Mr. Charles Mylne Barker x 
dent of the Law Society), Mr. Budd (past president br the Law Scoicte), 
yr. A. 8. Jecks, Mr. W. Blyth, and Mr, Stringer. The members of the 
yociety who contributed to the musical portion of the programme were 
_ 0. H. Gurney, G. E. D. Warmington, and P. B. Henderson, and 
valuable professional assistance was rendered by Messrs. Frank and J. W. 
Jvimey, Lewis Casson, Barclay Gammon, and Hugh Wright. During the 
interval a vote of thanks to the chairman was proposed by the secretary 
(ir. P. B. Henderson), and seconded by Mr. Foss, and carried enthusiastic- 
The Lord Chief Justice, in responding, thanked the society for the 
warm welcome given to him, and complimented the members upon the 
excellent entertainment provided, and ex, the opinion that 
paul meetings of that description were of great benefit to legal societies. 
Mr. Rufus Isaacs, K.C., M.P., also responded on behalf of the guests. 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Dexatrne Socrery.—Feb. 27.—Chairman, Mr. R. P. 
Croom Johnson.—The subject for debate was : ‘‘ That this house expresses 
its confidence in his Majesty’s Government.” Mr. OC. P. Blackwell, of 
the Union Society, London, opened in the affirmative ; Mr. F. H. Stevens, 
of the Law Students’ Debating Society, opened in the negetive. The 
following members also spoke : Messrs. Wadia, P. M. O. Hart, P, T. Black- 
well, A. O. Harnett, Jeffert, Rendell, Glen Street, W. Weller Hurst, 
Ramsay. The motion was lost by 15 votes. 


Brmincham Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Feb. 27.—Mr. J. 8. Pritchett, 
MLA., B.C.L. (barrister-at-law), in the chair.—The following moot point 
was debated: ‘‘ Mr. Easel, an artist of repute, hires a picture gallery for 
the exhibition of his great picture ‘Modern Life.’ The public are 
admitted thereto on payment of the usual fee of 1s. Mr. Easel by chance 
being in the ante-room at the momert, Mr. Red Ochre, the great critic, to 
whom he did not send the usual card of invitation for the private view, is 
about to pay his entrance money, objects to his admission, being of opinion 
that Mr. Red Ochre is a prejudiced critic, directs the attendant not to 
take his money, and threatens to have Mr. Red Ochre ejected from the 
premises. To avoid a scene Mr, Red Ochre leaves the premises threatening 
to take legal proceedings. Has Mr. Red Ochre any right of action against 
Mr. Easel?’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. A. J. Gateley, 
§,B. Fitch, F. H. Viney, B.A., 8. P. Currie, E. Cripwell, G. M. Bark, 
B.A., and J.J. Pritchard; and in the negative Messrs. J. H. Bonner, 
G. W. Springthorpe, 8. D. Walthall, G. A. Baker, J. H. Gold, and 
W. H.C, Sharp, B.A. After the openers on both sides had replied, the 
chairman summed up, and the voting resulted in a verdict for the affirma- 
tive. A vote of thanks to the chairman closed the proceedings. 





Companies. 


Legal and General Life Assurance Society. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The annual general meeting of the Legal amd Genera) Life Assurance 
Society was held on Wednesday, at the head offices, No. 10, Fleet- 
sireet, the chairman, Mr. RicwarD PENNINGTON, presiding. 

Mr. E. CotguHoun (actuary and manager) having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The CHAIRMAN, ~ moving the adoption ef the report, said he 
should like to observe that since they met here a year ago some ch 
had taken place in the board, happily not in its constitution, which 
remains the same, but some of us have changed places. I for one am 
here to-day where I was not last year. My old friend, Mr. William 
Williams, who occupied the chair for so many years, has now taken his 
seat elsewhere. He did not feel, owing to the weight of years which 
is pressing upon him, that he could undertake for another year the 
duties which are cast upon the chairman of this society. He thought 
the report would be considered satisfactory. The net sums ass ; 
it was true, were a little less than last year, being £2,159,719, as 
against £2,223,358, but the new premiums had amounted to £116,430, as 
against £97,514, so that the society would, he hoped, be considered 
to have made gratifying progress. There was, f r, a satisfactory 
increase in the total net premium income, as that had risen from 
£441,596 to £496,900—a sum of over £55,000. The annuity considera- 
tion money received was £172,336, as against £152,724, while the 
profit on reversions was £19,972, as against £13,192. Turning now 
to the amount of the claims—a subject which the oe ge sg would 
remember he had dwelt upon on several occasions—there was another 
fluctuation in the amount. In a society where the sum assured on a 
single life varied from £50 to £20,000 at risk in the case of old 
policies with considerable bonus additions, of course these fluctuations 
must naturally be expected, and the number of lives which had died 
would prove a better criterion of the mortality than the amount of 
the claims paid. Leaving out of account the amount paid under 
endowment policies matured, the number of deaths was 125, being 
exactly the same number as last year, but on this occasion the 
average net claim paid worked out at £1,534 as against £3,083 last 
a, the result being that the amount of claima paid had been but 
ittle more than 50 per cent, of the expectation. With regard to 
the number of deaths the comparison was equally satisfactory. It 

Was estimated that the society had at least something like 9,000 
assured in the office, and the expected deathe among them, according 
to the tables employed, was 202, while the actual number of deaths 


was 125. The number of deaths, therefore, was seventy-seven less 
in number, or, in other words, the percentage of actual deaths was 
only 62 per cent. of the number Another satisfactory 
— —_. ge in spite of er large amount of new business 
ransac y t society, the had in 
decreased in Zatio, and were mow 17 per cunt for 1906, as ~ 
14.3 per cent. for 1904. The result of all these favourable circumstances 
was that the life assurance fund had increased by £483,680, a larger 
amount than had been added to it in any previous year of the society’s 
existence, and it now amounted to £4,742,637. Passing to the general 
fund, which consisted mainly of the sinking fund or fixed term 
assurances granted by the office, he observed that it would be 
noticed that the premium income had increased by rather over £5,000 
@ year, a the heey = the fund itself had decreased some 
,000. This was ca’ yy the maturing of a sinking fund i 

for £50,000, which had been paid away in the course of a ae 
Turning to the balance-sheet, it would be seen that the total assets 
now amounted to £5,123,520. The directors had, as usual, subjected 
the mortgages and other investments to a very careful investigation, 
and they were satisfied that the amounts invested were well secured. 
The convertible securities at the 3lst of December, 1905, were worth 
some £20,000 in excess of the value at which they stand in the balance- 
sheet. With regard to the subject of investments, he had pointed 
out to the shareholders at the last meeting that all investors would 
probably in the near future have to consider the advisability of 
spreading their investments, an observation in which those of the 
shareholders then present, he thought, fully concurred. The society 
had made a step SO ate Ss es for it had made 
some investments in first-class securities , both in railway and 
foreign government securities, and it was proposed to continue this 
process as opportunity offe The examination of the securities by 
@ committee of members of the board was of a very stringent nature ; 
indeed, they passed many hours im their consideration, and i 
was allowed to escape their scrutiny. According ; : 
reports which were placed before them and the figures they investigated 
were in all respects satisfactory, and the securities were all that could 
be desired. The proprietors well knew from their own experience that 
very little improvement had taken place in the price of trustee invest- 
ments in the past year, and as the price of these investments had — 
great influence on the rate of interest at which money could be empl » 
the directors had been fortunate in obiaining an increase in the rate 
of interest on the society’s funds, which—leaving out the amount 
invested in the purchase of reversionary interests—now amounted to 
£4 8s. per cent. as against £4 6s. 2d. per cent., or, deducting income 
tax, a net rate of £4 3s. 8d. per cent. as against £4 1s. 1ld. per cent. 
In conclusion, he expressed a that the ay ae would consider 
that the ee Se s view, the society 
continued to prosper, and he it would so continue in the future. 
Whether it did so or not must, of course, largely depend upon the 
support it received from the public, and more particularly the members 
of the legal profession, upon whom the directors so greatly relied. 
Mr. Romer Writ1aMs seconded the motion, which was unanimously 

ted. 

pon the motion of Mr. C. P. Jonnson, seconded by Mr. Tuos. 
Raw sz, the retiring directors, Sir J. C. Mathew, Mr. H. C. Masterman, 
Mr. Justice Kekewich, Mr. L. P. Morrell, Lord Davey, and Mr. C. 
E. H. Chadwyck Healey, C.B., K.C., were re-elected. 

On the motion of . LawRencs, seconded by Mr. Heaton, the 
auditors, Messrs. Deloitte, Plender, Griffiths & Co., were re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. Heaton a vote of thanks was passed to the 


chairman. 
Mr. PENNINGTON, in ing, hoped the vote included the 
er and the staff, w: were in every way worthy of th s for 
their fabouss on behalf of the society. 





Law Life Assurance Society. 
ANNUAL MEETING. 


The eighty-second annual general meeting of the Law Life Assurance 
Society cor held on Wednesday at the society's offices, 187, Fleet- 
street, Mr. W. F. Fuapeare taking the chair. — ‘ 

Mr. E. H. Hour (manager and secretary) having read the notice con- 
vening the meeting, i 

The CHAIRMAN, in moving the adoption of the —— and balance- 
sheet, said it was with considerable satisfaction that 


work of the year. He he might say that in every 
ect it had @ good year, and the progress had been 
then could have been antici , and this was 


exceedingly sati 
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£283,477, an increase of over £10,000 beyond the amount of 1904, and 
the premium income had now reached the — at which it stood 
in 1868, at which time the premium income began to fall off, and 
unfortunately continued to do so for many years, until about 1889. 
The funds of the society had alse increased during the year by no 
less than £115,000, and this was a somewhat remarkable result, looking 
to the fact that 1905 was the first year of the quinquenrium, and that 

there were large payments always made during that year on account of 
the surrender of bonuses and policies. The funds now amounted to 
£5,308,000, which, again, was a larger figure than any since the year 
1884, and further showed the healthy state of the society. the 
average rate of interest yielded by the funds was £4 2s. Od., an 
amount which was most gratifying, and the board thought it was all 
the more satisfactory when one little item was taken into account. 

The t on the reversions had been smaller than in some previous years, 

and if reversions were excluded the rate of interest was £4 3s. 7d. 
the rate on reversions being only £3 4s, 3d. The board thought that 
the present return was an exceedingly satisfactory one. The expenses 

ement again came out at a very low figure. They were only 
£12 7s. 11d. per cent. of the total net premium income, excluding the 
valuation expenses, or £12 15s. 3d. if the valuation expenses of the 
quinquennium were included, which the board considered was a very 
moderate rate. One of the most satisfactory matters of the past year 
was the low rate of mortality, the claims having amounted to £139,000 
less than the expected amount according to the tables of mortality 
kept in the society’s books. That was a very large sum. The incidence of 
the claims had been satisfactory, and a considerable profit on mortality 
had therefore been made during the year. Turning to the balance- 
sheet, he might point out that the Stock Exchange securities stood at 
the prices taken on the 3lst of December, 1904, though, as a matter 
of fact, they had somewhat increased since that date. He should like 
to refer to one matter. The board had, during the year, lost, through 
retirement, the services of Mr. Adlard, who had for thirty-two years 
served the society. Anyone who had been brought into constant 
contact with Mr. Adlard, as he himself had, could not fail to appreciate 
his kindness, and at the same time his ability. He wished 
to pay a sincere tribute to the services rendered by Mr. Adlard for so 
long a period to the society. The board had asked him to refer to the 
method of dividing the bonus among the proprietors. The practice 
which had been saophed had been that the bonus should be paid in 
one lump sum when it had been ascertained, subject only to any pro- 
portionate part of the bonus that might have been declared as an 
interim bonus. It was the practice of most of the first-class life assur- 
ance offices in lieu of paying one sum at the end of each quinquennium 
to retain the bonus, which was used by the office and bore interest, 
and it was paid to the proprietors by equal payments spread over the 
ing quinquennium, the benefit being that, instead of the pro- 
prietors having a large accretion to their income for one particular 
year, whilst the other four were lean years, there was a_ steady 
and equal increment during the five years. The board were disposed 
to think that a change in that direction would be an improvement. 
They would not take a vote at the present meeting, but would be glad 
to hear an expression of opinion from any proprietors who desired to 
upon the subject. If the sense of the meeting was in favour of 
the change a meeting would be called for the purpose of passing the 
necessary resolution. 

Sir W. J. Farrer seconded the motion. 

Mr. Wurtwortn having expressed himself in favour of the proposed 
change as to the bonus, the report was unanimously adopted. 

The Cuatrmax moved, the Hon A. E. GatHorne-Harpy seconded, 
and it was resolved, that the retiring directors be elected as follows: 
Sir William Reynell Anson, Bart., M.P., Mr. Edward Horsman Bailey, 
Mr. William Rolle Malcolm, Mr, Robert Henry Bullock Marsham, Mr. 
Edward Francis Turner, and Mr. John James Edgcombe Venning. 

The auditor for the proprietors, Mr. Gérard van de Linde, F.C.A., 
and the auditor for the aseured, Mr. Walter Frederick Wiseman, 
F.C.A. (both of the firm of Gérard van de Linde & Son), were re-elected. 

Mr. Wiseman, in returning thanks, spoke of the admirable order in 
which everything was put before the auditors, and the care with which 
the books were kept, which reflected great credit on everyone concerned. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman brought the procedings to a close, 
Mr. Franeate observing, in returning thanks, that the duties of a 
chairman were very simple when he had such a good report to put 
before the meeting. 


- 





Mr. Justice Jelf, on Thursday in last week, at the Lincoln Assizes, 
sentenced a girl totwo months’ imprisonment for concealment of birth, but 
on Friday announced that a legal point had escaped his notice, and that 
as there were great technical difficulties in having the accused brought up 

after the jury had been discharged, he proposed to write at once to 
Home Secretary and ask him to immediately release the young woman. 
pear however, the — altered the sentence to one of 
seven ® im onment from the commission day, which meant her 
release forthwith. é 


Mr. Lioyd-George, says the Times, will preside at a conference to be 
held at the offices of the Board of Trade a the 6th inst. for an inter- 
change of opinion in regard to the draft roles made by bim under the 
Trade Marks Act of 1904. Amongst the bodies invited to send delegates 
are the lead chambers of commerce and trade union organizations of 
the United , some of whom are not entirely satisfied with the 

proposals as they stand, more especially with those which 


—<— 


Obituary. 


Mr. G. H. Hankinson, 


Mr. George Henry Hankinson, solicitor, of Manchester and Altrinch; 
died at his residence, Woodlands Park, Timperley, on the 18th of 
February, in his fifty-sixth year, after a brief illness. He was the son of 
the late Mr. George Hankinson, of Manchester and Timperley, and was 
educated at the Chorlton High School. After serving his articles with 
Mr. John Cooper, of the firm of Cooper & Sons, King-street, Manchester 
he was admitted in 1873, and practised in Manchester up to the time of 
his death. He was a vice-president of the Manchester Law Association, 
and for a long time acted as chairman of the Conveyancing Sub-committee, 
He was also hon. secretary to the Manchester Law Library Society, He 
was much interested in matters of antiquarian and historical research, and 
had accumulated a large library and a very considerable amount of local 
knowledge, particularly bearing on the history of the parishes of 
Manchester and Bowden. He was for some years churchwarden of Christ 
Church, Timperley, and was also for several terms chairman of the Tim. 
perley Parish Council, He was a member of the Chetham Society ; wag 
co-opted by the Cheshire County Council as a member of the Altrincham 
Administrative Sub-Committee for Education ; was treasurer of the Tim- 
perley Cricket Club ; and was an unostentatious supporter of a large number 
of local religious and charitable institutions. He was highly esteemed in 
legal circles in Manchester and the district, and his wide historical and 
antiquarian information was always at the service of inquirers. Portions 
of the deceased gentleman’s library, historical pamphlets, &c., will be 
handed over to the library of Owen’s College, the Cheetham Society, 
Rylands Library, and the Manchester Free Reference Library. The 
deceased gentleman was unmarried. 


Judge Cadman. 


The death is announced of his Honour Judge John Heaton Cadman, 
county court judge for circuit No. 12. He was a son of Mr. Edwin 
Cadman, of Sheffield, and was educated at the Collegiate School, Sheffield, 
and Worcester College, Oxford. He was called to the bar in 1864, when 
he joined the Midland Circuit, and afterwards migrated to the North- 
Eastern on its formation. He was Recorder of Pontefract from 1877-1889, 
when he became county court judge for the Halifax Circuit. He was a 
magistrate for the West Riding. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 
Cuaries Cote and Ronert Epccomse Hettyer, solicitors (Edgcombe, 
Cole, & Hellyer), Southsea. Feb, 12. In future such business will be 
carried on by the said Robert Edgcombe Hellyer. 
Wituum Townenp and Wit1t1am Woopueap, solicitors (Townend & 
Woodhead), Wakefield. Dec. 31. The said William Townend will 
continue the business on his own account. [ Gazette, Feb. 23, 





General. 


It is announced that Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence will be the Easter 
Vacation Judge. 

On Thursday, in the House of Commons, Mr. Lloyd-George, in answer 
to Mr. Bell, said that he was not able to say when the Trade Disputes Bill 
would be introduced, 


A will written on an envelope was, says the Daily Mail, produced in the 
Probate Court on the 22nd ult. The President characterized it as wer 
the shortest will that had ever been admitted to probate. It stated: “A 
for mother.—C. T.”” ‘The President held that the envelope will was duly 
executed and witnessed, and therefore he pronounced for it. 


The annual dinner of the Surrey Sessions bench and bar took place at 
the Grand Hotel, on Monday, when Mr. George Cave, K.C., M.P., 
resided. Among those present were Mr, Justice Bucknill, Mr. Loveland 
voveland, K.C., and Sir Douglas Straight. During the evening Mr. Torr, 
who had acted as hon. secretary to the bar mess for several years, was 
presented with a silver salver and a sum of money in recognition of his 
eervices in that capacity, on his resignation of the post. 

The other day during the trial of a suit against the United Railways and 
Electric Oo. for injuries alleged to have been sustained in an accident, says 
a Baltimore (U.S.A.) journal, the conductor of the car which figured in 
the accident was being cross-examined by the ajtorney for the man who 
claimed to have been injured. ‘ What did the people who saw the 
accident say about it?”’’ the lawyer asked. Mr. Lee 8S. Meyer, attorney 
for the company, objected to the question. While Judge Sharp was 
looking up authorities, Mr. Meyer withdrew his objection, and 
question was again asked. Before the witness could reply, Mr. Meyer 
asked what people were meant by the question, and he objected 
when he was told that the lawyer on the other side wanted the witness to 
repeat what was said by anybody standing around. There was another 
argument over this objection, which had not been concluded when J 
Sharp asked the witness: ‘‘ Did anybody there say anything?” “Ne 





seem calculated to increase the cost of registration. 





sir,’’ the witness replied. ‘‘ Nothing was said by anybody.” 
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It is believed, says the @/ode, that it was largely her hysterics which led 
to the acquittal of Madame Merelli in the recent y trial. Asaresultof 
this, most of our leading criminals now on trial are pract fits in their 
cells. They manage these things differently in France. one of 
the Republican Guard in charge of Madame Merelli ae pera that lady to 
be quiet, she turned to him with a pathetic smile and said: ‘“‘ Have you 
never loved ?’’ The man, we read, blushed violently. We wonder how a 
London policeman would have borne himself in such circumstances. 


In a printed reply to a question by Sir J. Woodhouse in the House of 
Commons, Mr. Haldane says that the terms and conditions of the present 
intment of Judge-Advocate-General are as follows: (1) A salary of 
$2,000 a year; (2) the devotion of his whole time to the duties of the 
post; (3) the retention of the post until the age of seventy, subject to 
continued efficiency—but without claim to pension or uity on retire- 
ment. The present holder is subordinate to the Secretary of State without 
gocess to the sovereign, and in this respect the post of Judge-Advocate of 
the Fleet may be considered as a precedent. 


The crop of election petitions is, says a writer in the Daily Telegraph, on 
the whole, satisfactory. An overwhelming victory by one of the political 
jes usually results in unemployment and famine for the experts in 
election law, and six petitions is more than was looked for by this portion 
of the professional community. The first of the petitions—that at Great 
Yarmouth —is to be heard by Grantham and Channell, JJ. The rest will 
probably be taken in the order in which they were preseated—that is to 
say, Maidstone, Worcester, the Attercliffe Division of Sheffield, the 
Bodmin Division of Cornwall, and the Appleby Division of Westmoreland 
(a recount only). 


Is a cab an implement of trade? asks a writer in the Globe. Three 
King’s Bench judges—Lord Alverstone, Mr. Justice Darling, and Mr. 
Justice Ridley—have decided that it is. ‘The icular vehicle that 
occupied their lordships’ attention had been for rent, and the 
mestion they had to decide was whether it came within the section of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, that exempts from distress the ‘‘ wearing 
and bedding of the debtor and his family and the tools end impie- 
ments of his trade to the value of £5.’’ Not alone on this question did 
the victory belong to the cabman. The cab, which was admitted to be of 
the value of £25, was the only thing on the premises on which the land- 
lord could distrain. Did the fact that it was worth more than £5 deprive 
it of its right to exemption? ‘The three learned judges held that it 
did not. Lord Alverstone described the case as an interesting one, and 
the triumphant cabman is, doubtless, _ see of the same opinion. The 
unfortunate landlord may, perhaps, be forgiven for regarding it in rather 
a different light. 


The sentence of outlawry which has been pronounced at the Glasgow 
High Court against an absconding solicitor charged with forging a 
cheque, and a clerk charged in connection with a false pretences con- 
spiracy, is, says the Daily Mai/, a curious survival of old Scots law. The 

rsons of the accused the sentence declares to be forfeited in law. 

utlaws become incapable of bearing testimony ; they can neither sue nor 


they be appointed tutor or curator of another. They, in short, cannot 
claim any personal benefit whatever from the law. They have lost all the 
oe of British subjects. The sentence of the court is also a warrant 
or the denunciation of the accused as a rebel, the result of which is that 
his moveable estate is forfeit to the Crown, and if the outlaw remain for a 
ors and a day in the condition of a rebel the profits of his heritable estate, 

he have any, for his lifetime are forfeited. The ‘‘denunciation at the 
Horn’ takes place at the Market-cross of Edinburgh. Three ‘‘ Oyesses”’ 
are proclaimed, the sentence is read, and three blasts with a horn are 

ven, by which the outlaw is understood to be proclaimed rebel to the 

ing. The sentence is then fixed to the Market-cross and thus published. 
The outlaw can only be reprieved by surrender of his person. 


At the Tower Bridge police-court, on the 23rd ult., says the Times, 
Albert Edward Finch, of Grange-road, Bermondsey, was summoned by 
the Law Society for unlawfully, wilfully, and falsely pretending to be a 
solicitor; and John Thomas ‘Taylor, of Abbey-street, Bermondsey, was 
summoned for aiding and abetting him. Mr. Humphreys represented the 
Law Society ; and Mr. Budden defended. Mr. Humphreys said that from 
the point of view of the Law Society this was one of the worst cases they 
had had before them. In February, 1905, Mrs. Shoebridge, the wife of a 
_ blocker, of Abbey-street, Bermondsey, borrowed 6s. from Mrs. 

ylor, the wife of the defendant Taylor, in order to some money 
she had lost in the street on her way to market. From time to time she 
she had to borrow money again, not’ only from Mrs. Taylor, but from 
one or two other persons, in order to keep up the payments of interest 
on that 6s., and according to Mr. Taylor the amount which was 
8s. was now more than £193, including interest. Mr. Shoebridge knew 
ga of his wife’s having borrowed money until September last, when 
a e . contention ye m. = oa wrote we. ylor, said he had 

such a race before, that the worry was killing him, and asking 
whether Mr. Taylor would 4 eo at the rate of 3s. or 4s. per 
week, He afterwards saw Mr. Taylor, who threatened to put the matter 
in the hands of his solicitor. Afterwards he received the f 

Brownlow-street, W.C., Oct. 6, 1005. Mr. Shoebridge.— Dear Sir,—My 
client, Mr. bg fog of 123, Abbey-street, Bermondsey, has instructed me 
to go about his affairs, and, having done so, the amount which you owe 
him must be paid at not lessthan 10s. per week, and when you have paid 


wing letter :. 


to push the matter to the fullest extent, either in the county court for the 
recovery of a debt or criminally for on yon gr of your wife. 
Iam, &c., W. Loveridge.’”” Mr. Humphreys that the address 
and signature were false and the letter was written by Finch. 
George William Shoebridge said he earned 25s. per week on an a’ " 
and he was dismayed when his wife told him she had been borrowing 
signed ‘‘ W, Loveridge”’ alarmed him, and he thought 
he and his wife would be sent to prison. He saw Mr. Taylor about the 
matter. Taylor wanted him to sign a document acknowledging a debt of 
£193 15s. 6d. and panes — by certain weekly instalments. He 
refused to sign and Taylor said the law would have to take its course. 
Mrs. Shoebridge admitted that, although the ori sum was 6s., she had 
frequently borrowed considerable sums from Mrs. Taylor. ‘She had to 
borrow again from Mrs. Taylor to pay back money she had borrowed from 
other persons to pay Mrs. Taylor.” Evidence was given that Finch 
admitted having written the letter as a friend of the Taylors to frighten 
Shoebridge. Mr. Budden said that Mrs. Taylor, although she could 
neither read nor write, carried on a money-lending business on a rather 
a scale. Finch was a carman, and was led into writing this letter 
without really realizing the position. Mr. Rose said the offence was a 
serious one, Finch was fined £2 and Taylor was fined £5 anda guinea 
costs. 








To Execurors.— VALUATIONS FoR Prosars.—Messrs. Watherston & Son, 
Jewellers, Goldsmiths, and Silversmiths to H.M. The King, 6, bs tae 
(leading from Regent-street to Burlington-gardens and Bond-street), 
London, W., Value, Purchase, or Arrange Collections of Plate or Jewels for 
Family Distribution, late of Pall Mall East, adjoining the National 
Gallery.—[Apvr. ] 

Frxep Inxcomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
Sixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain . 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[{Apvr. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Reoisrears 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Rota. No. 2. Kexewicu 
povite 5 Mr. Theed Mr. Pemberton Mr. W. Leach Mr. Farmer 
W. Leach Jackson Theed 
7 Church Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
8 Greswell Jackson Theed 
9 King Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
10 Farmer Jackson Theed King 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buckxey. Joven. Swivrew Eapy. Wasriverox. 
5 Mr. Carrington Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
6 Beal Church R. Leach Pemberton 
7 Carringt G u Goaf Beal 
8 Beal Church R. Leach Gusingien 
9 Carrington Leach 
+10 Beal Charch B°testh Godfrey 











The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Reveasions, Lire Interest, Axxurry, Lire Powicres. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Craxriecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 806) of the 
above-named In! at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on Thursday last, when the 
following Lots were at the pamed, the total amount realised being £6 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS: 


To £320, also to £4,000 ... eee - ove ose oo one - Sold 76 
To £571 83, 6d... oe . . eee aes os wee ove » _ 150 
»» 1,700 


in I wag ar eed 
LIFE INTEREST in res REVERSIONARY LIFE INTEREST. 
URANCE for £2,000, and CONTINGENT 

REVERSIONARY INTEREST SO saad qmtai ay Ok walt ope 


ANNUITY of £100, with PO Je oe " an = we » 810 
LIFE INTEREST in £11 2s. $4. per annum, with POLICIES for £300, 
also REVERSIONARY LIFE INTEREST in £00 perannum ... ,, 229 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE: 
For £3,000 ... ove eee wee wee eee oe eee we owe » 
For £3,000 ... on own wee on on on = om = » 2 
For £500... ove eee eve ww am _ ove we exe » 25 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazetie.—Fuivay, Feb. 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luowrep mo Caancear. 


addresacs, and the of debts or 


5 
Barrisn Proxooxarn Ixpustares, Lomrep—Peta for erm | 
treoted to be heard March 6, Smith & Co, Jobn st, row, solore for petaer. 
. reach the above-named not later 





up @ few small debts he tells me you owe him I shall expect you to 
not less than 15s. per week. You must see yourself age b serious is 
me 


4s any failure on your part in not keeping your payments 





Notice of appearing must than 6 o'clock im the 
March 5 


to Thomas Heary Crane, 211, 


Lord st, 

Barrisa Avromatic Paotoorara Co, Lanray—Petn for winding up, presunted Fed 16, 

directed heard March 6. Spyer & Leadon wall, solors _—. Notice 
to be beard Maren ere acd oct later tuan @ vreheek in afternoon of 


A @ Garey, Locrev—Creditors are required, on or before April 15, to send their names 
and particulars claims, 
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Carés, on peony egpiecen ne required, on or before March i to send their names — 
guvtheians % of their debts or claims, to William Bateman, 26, St 


East Inxpra * ASSOCIATION, Liu11zp—Creditors are required, on or before April 7, to send 
their mames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to "Thomas 
Frederick Stevens, 574, Old Broad —— —— & hes Old Broad st, solors for liquidator 

G — a eager rT Leger g dit or before March 20, to send their 

addresses, an: the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hartley French, 4, 

Frederick st Peter ts hew'y Kidson & Co, Sunderland, solors for lijuidator 
J PRR, BR Lisres, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, p presented Feb 21, directed to be heard 
Lg omy & Co, Gray’s inn pl, ~~ inn, for pty & Co, meme p solors 
for for poner. tice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 

sae ean: Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, directed to be heard March 6, 
Ellis & Co, Portland House, Basinghall et, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock i in the afternoon of h 5 

Norra Moor Steamsuirs, Leutep Creditors are required, on or before April 6, to send 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter 

Runciman, yo bldgs "Pilgrim st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Saruspuay & oe 5 zon VoLusTary Liqurpation)— Creditors are required, on - 

March to eend their names and addresses, eae with full 

— or tie to Frederick John Warmsley, 29, Eastgate row, North, Chester. 
& Co, Denbigh, solors for liquidator 

& James 7" - & — Luurep - Petn for winding up, presented Feb 21, directed 

—— March rett, Chancery In, Notice of appearing must reach the above- 

inter than 60 er alock’i in the pe he. of March 5 


London Gazette —Tuxspay, Feb. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep 1x CHANcEerRyY. 


East Suneey Vacucm Cieanxer Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 10, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
George Coldwells, 348, Winchester House, Old Broad st. Blackman, Gresham 
House, Old Broad st, solor for’ liouidator 
G M Warrtatt & Co, ‘Luarrep — Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send their 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harvey Edward 
Preen, 17, Basinghall st. Talbot, solor for liquidator 
Namariat Jute Co, Luwrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before April 17, to send their 
ad and the iculars of their debts or daims, to Thomas Frederick 
} emg 574, Old Broad st. Norton & Co, Old Broad st, solors for liquidator 
Porrzrzs Mi.1s, fone ee for winding up, presented Feb 28, directed to be heard 
13. Williamson & Co, Sherborne In, for Trafford & Cook, Northwich, solors for 
petmers. Notice of pager must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of March 1 


QursLass, won ag oan Peta Fhe om fy ip, presented Feb 14, directed to be heard at the 
County Court, Birkenhead, on March 6, at 10.30. Lioyd, 41, North John st, Liveypool, 
solor for petners. Notice of ae must reach the above-named not ‘later 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Mare: 

West Cowzs Sz Barsixc, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 29, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Faulkner, 

4, High st, Cowes 





el 


Ta 


i 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day or Cxarm. 


London Gazetie.—Tvesviy, Feb. 20. 
Gavoces, Grorcz Szrriuus, Amport St Mary, nr Andover, Clerk in Holy Ordeys March 
v Gruggen, me Eady,J Gruggen, Strand 
Hatimay, Mary Axx, So March 2) Hallman vy Hallman, Farwell, J King, 
Portemouth 


Srezx, Tuomas James, “Fairlawn,” Blackheath, Kent, Builder March 15 Goodenough 
v Bteel, Warrington, J Fisk, Norfolk st, Strand 


London Gazette.—Fatvay, Feb. 2 

Ccruszat, Rovzzr, Craven rd, Pad a ‘March 22 Davis vy Horsley, 
W ,3 Todd, Warwick st, Regent st 

Jauvis, Sauver Peters, Lydford House. Weston super eae Major General March 24 
Clayton vy Wilson, Swinfen Eady,J Clarke, Bristo! 


London Gazette,—TvEsDAy, i 
ee ee Baffle Farmer March 14 * erridge vy Walker, Buckley 


orwich 

fearn, Wititax “Heneerr, Suh Wholesale Paper Merchant March 27 Willan v 
£mith, , Durham Mawson, Dorham 

Tartoz, Heiex Coxstaxcr, Phillimore géns, Kensington March 30 Attorney General M 
Treasury Solicitor, Farwell and Swinfen Eady, JJ Solicitor to the Treasury (La 
Courts Branch), 276, Royal Courts of Justice 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, Feb, 9. 
Avaus, Taouas Rururzerozp, East Croydon, Doctor Feb 28 Stow & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Avazve, Jous, Lamberburst, Kent, Baker March7 Hack, Pancras in 

AVES, Hesny Cuiip, Mansticld, N otts, Plumber March9 Hibbert & Son, Mansfield. 
Backxnovez, Jauss Gevsvy, Barnes March 9 Brothers, Victoria st 

Booru, Witttam, Goole March 12 England & Son, Govle 

Bezarros, Tuouss Peansox, Oundle, Northampton March 17 Worlledge, Gt Yarmouth 
Burwpox, Hexzr, Sheffield ‘May 1 Porrett & Faweett, Shefficld 
Lepton, wr Huddersfield, Seribbling Bagineer March 6 Piercy, 


Baooxs, Atcrnsox Bawtixeos, Gt Bt Helens March 24 Crump & Son, Leadenhall st 
Bueoes, Low: 164, Shillingstome, Dorset Feb 2% Creech, Sturminster Newton 
Cectt, Lady Feasces Hazeizrtre, Hampstead rd March Arnatt, John st, Bedford 


Qiecean, Isto, Manchester, Merchant March 26 Addleshaw & Co, Manchester 
Dicaissos, Tuouss, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorks, Builder March 23 Archer & Co, 
Btockton on Tees 
Baeros, Josarn, Mortlake, Baker March? Schultz & Som, South «4, Gray’s inn 
Foutmsn, Janes, Morwich March? Gootchild, Norwich 
, Warree Caucecs, Harrogate March10 Barber & Co, Harrogate 
Garezie, Wistsan Purves x, Lymington, Southampton March 10 Heppenstall & 


, Yorks Marchi2 Wise & Bon, Ripon 
anAsworth Common, Chemist March 17 Lidiard 





Baresies, Esocn 


Bsssecmis, oma Saveen, Ki 
Sauces Caort, Morelia rd, 
— ,nHn gone st. Bedford row 
Hancnxaves, At, Manchester March 9 Scholag Mancheter 
Beam, Soom, Cleve Prior, ut Evesham, Worcester, Artist Veb 2 Shakespence & 


Haron, Wissen Jeune, Vaemall rd, Brixton March? Parker, Monument st 
, Blackheath, Balls, Boethouse Keeyer Feb 17 Cooksey & Co, 


Lawiese, Tune, Bxcter, Wine Merchant April? James & Snow, mde 


Lirtiz, Jonny, Rochdale, se March 8 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale + 
James, ABRAHAM ROOKE, enhampton, Dorset March 12 Roper, Bridport, Dorset 
Joyxes, Joun Evans, Trefriw, Carnarvon March 26 Jones, Bangor 

Kewnepy, Marcaret, York rd, Battersea. March 13 Nicholls, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Macyeg, Hnxny 8 es Shanhaikwan, China July 2 Johnstone & Wiley, Warwick 


st, Regent 
NEILL, Josern, ;, Wine Merchant March9 Field & Co, Liverpool 
Pret, Jang, Portman st, Portman sq 6 Cooper & Bake, Portman st » Portman ag 
ee 2 NATHANIEL Gzorcz, Eccleston sq March 26 Richardson & Sadler, 
te) 
Piomprre, Ereanor, Southam: March 8 Plumptre, Princes st, Lothbeey 
PouuarD, Joseps, Blackburn, te Agent March 21 Yates & Co, Blackburn 
Poyser, Jouy, Tansley, Derby, Farmer March6 Heny & Heny, Matlock 
Ratrss, Sanan Jang, Leicester March 10 Burgess, Leicester 
RawpAtt, Evizasetu, Kingston March 14 Cobbing, Broad Court chmbrs, Bows 
Sart, Racugt, Fairmount rd, Brixton Hill March10 Winter, Blomfield s 
SaunpDeErs, Emtty, Lewes March 20 Hillman, Lewes 
Szrceant, Epmunp W1L11Am, Branksome, Dorset March 1 Lacey, Bournemouth 
Suire, Georce James, Liverpool, Advertising Contractor March 12 Nicholson & 
Pemberton, Liverpool 
Woorroy, JaxzT, Putney ae 28 Stricklands, Lincoln’s inn fields 


don Gasette.—Toxspay, Feb. 13, 
Apous, Epwagp, J; ich ’t Hatter March 12 Fisk, Ipswich 
Bapveer, Groras, mon Sea March19 Pakeman & meat, Ironmonger In 
Ba.seaw, Ayve, Southport March 23 Williams, Southpo: 
Barser, Joun, Hooley Hill, Lancs March 3 Richards & Hurst, Ashton under Lyne 
Bzacte, JAMES, ary Be , Canning Town March 6 Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs 
Birp, Sarnag Avy, Gt elford, ae March 20 Eaden & Co, Cambridge 
Browne, AGNES JAxe Wy LDE, Cheltenham March 20 Cooper, Bridgnorth 
Brownz, Heynietra Ann Wrz, Cheltenham March 20 Cooper, Bridgnorth 
Busx, faery Farpenick Dawsoy, Thurlow rd, Hampstead March 28° Chester & Qo, 
row 
CrostanD, Henry, Batley, Contractor March 23 Brearley & Son, Batley 
Dastg1s, ‘Wituam, Croft, Durham March1 Barron & Smith, Darlington 
Exuiot, Erzanor Coorrr, Gosforth, Northumberland March 10 Cooper & Goodger, 
Newcastle on e 
ae, enka SaenanEe, North Wootton, Norfolk. March 14 Francis & Johnson, 
8 
Gaweas, ——, Chard, Somemet, China Dealer Feb 24 Canning & Kyrke, Chard, 
merse’ 
Harseiper, Josgru, Liscard, Chester Merch 13 Simpron & Munro, Liverpool 
Hageis, Sir James Caries Nice, France,CVO March 15 Deacon & Co, Gt 8t Helens 
Hicuuey, Eowanrp James, Coleford, Glos, Hotel Keeper March? Fryer, Coleford, Glos 
Ituincworts, Epwarp, Towthorpe, Strensall, Yorks, Farmer a Jones, York 
InGLEBY, SARAE, Ilford’ Mareh 31 Boyds & Rawstorne, Bedford 
JONES, Hexry Tuomas, Pembroke, Physician March 17 Sevens 1 Wynne, Pembroke 


ock 

Kerns, Very Rey Canon Corye.ivs James, Upper Cheyne row, Chelsea March 15 
wkers, Queen Victoria st 

Keyrte, Tuomas, Barford, Warwick, Builder April10 Campbell & Co, Warwick 

Levy, Bensamiy, Finchley rd March13 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 

Mov at Rowan’ Ampu_ett, Boreley, Ombersley, Worcester, Farmer March 14 Coombs, 


meine Rev. ft Dawson, Week St Mary, Cornwall March 20 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

Rawuins, FREDERICK Henay, Carlton rd, Mile End, Accountant March 8 "Moon & ¥ 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

RoseEerts, Groraez, Clee Hill, Salop, Grocer March 22 Buckby, Leicester 

SHoESMITH, ALICE, Halifax March 31 Shoesmith, Cheapside, Halifax 

Surman, Tuomas, Cheltenham March 14 Witcheil, Cheltenham 

THOMAS, Euizasetu, Lianelly March 22 Roderick & Co, Lianelly 

Unen, Antuur, Urswick, nr Vivsssten, Lancs, Foreman of Works March 25 Binyon & 
Chapman, Ulverston 

Wepewoop, Goprrey, Stone, Staffs March 12 Marshall & Co, Stoke upon Trent 

Wuirexorn, Joszrn Ricuagp, Plaistow March 16 Sheffield & Co, St Swithin’s In 


Londcn Gasette.—Frivay, Feb, 16. 

Arnoip, WILLIAM, Kidderminster March 20 Ivens& C 'o, Kidderminster 

Banting, Mary, Campden hili rd, "x March 14 Banting, Chancery In 

Bearvswoetn, Crarence Groner, Well st, Manufacturer March 26 Spreat, Iron 
monger 

Bexri17, 8azau, New Whittington, Detby, Draper March 19 Shipton & Co, Chesterfield 

Biep, Frorza Mary Anne, Hamilton ter, 8t John’s Wood March 24 Saxton & Morgan, 
Somerset st, Portman sq 

BripGwoon, Jouy, Longton, Staffs, Yeoman Feb 24 Hawley, Longton 

Baices, WILi1aM, Potterhanworth, Lines, Farmer March 19 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 

Burt.iezr, The Rt Hon Joux VANSITTART Danvers, Earl of Lanesborough March31 Peake 
& Co, Bedford row 

Oxarr, Janne a peg , Tregunter rd, South Kensington, FRCS April 5 Wharton, John 

‘ord row 
Cos, Heser, 5 Hammersmith rd, Coachbuilder March 31 Wild & Collins, Lawrence ln, 


Cow anp, Frepenick, Preston, Licensed Victualler Feb 28 Whitehead, Preston ‘ 
Crow.ey, E.ues, East Croydon March 19 Reid, Gt St Helens 

Dove, Many Axwz, Lee, Kent March 16 Devonshire & Co, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 
Frank, Joy, Wellingborough March 31 Heygate & James, Wellingborough 
Guinmett, Henny Pero, Pixholme, Dorking rch 16 Hopgoods & Dowson, Spring 


gdns 
Haruenit., Joux, Lianllwchaiarn, Montgomery May1 Powell, Newtown 
Hayren, JeneMsan, Whiteparish, Wilts Marc! March 12 Fulton, Salisbury 

Hott, Cuan Es, Droylsden, Lancs March 19 Wilson, Ashton under Lyne 

Lawson, Wititam, Longton, Staffs Feb 24 Hawley, Longton 

Lorp, Jouw, Norden, nr Rochdale March19 Hartley & Son, Rochdale 

Lovesxas, Exizavern ARape.ta, Nikko, Japan March 16 Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 
MacDowarp, Gxoxox, Ashtead, Surrey ‘March 12 Suow & Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, 


Queen st 
Maxwew., Geonon, Cape of Good Hope, 8 Africa April 1 Wilson & Co, Copthall bldgs 
Mi.ven, Jous, Ashton under Lyne arch 8 Richards & Hurst, Ashton under Lyne 
Mitwen, SAuAn, Sheffield April2 Alderson & Co, Sheftield 

Muu i a Heyaierra, Victoria st March 16 Le Brasseur & Oakley, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Musruy, Axx Fuanons, New York City, USA March 16 Stephenson & Co, Lombard # 
Necuus, Henny Caanes, Charlton Kings, Glos March 21 een, Cheltenham 
Netmes, Many, Charlton Kings, Glos ch 21 Dighton, Cheltenham 

Parken, jouer m Jusv, Upper Batley, Batley, Yorks, Manufacturer March 17 Oraik, 


Pansons, , Hexny Ld Leonards on Sea, Doctop March 21 Lowndes & Bon, 
G e st, Mansion 
Peansox, Jonsra, Bassonthwaite, Cumberland, Yeoman March 81 Lowthian & Jenkins, 


Powk.n E1iza, Mold, Flint March 20 Evans, Mold 
Paras, Joss] Paman, Wickhambrook, Suffolk March 24 


Pvon, Hexay, West Bromwich, Staffs, Miner April 2 Caddick & Co, West Bromwich 
Rooxs, Caxeswern, Keane OnAnt: us, Colchester March 12 Button & Co, Gt Win 
chenter wt 


Szapnoox, Joun Taouas, Wheathampstead, Herts, Farmer March 26 Sworder & Long- 
more, Hertford 


Sparke & Sons, Bury & 








Bxevros, Joux ing, Lincs March 14 Harvey, Spalding 
Brin, Hos, March ws Hille & Sheu Margw 
gineer March 10 


Hrovpant, Jovzrn, Plumstead, Lo Jones, Vleet at 
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Gra’ Hill, Warwick March 20 ~~ ee 
Tvsrls, Ber, Saat, Grr ontefract, Yorks March 23 Poster & Co, Pontefract " 
Yacues, Euzasetu, Pembroke sq, ‘sCourt March 19 Sheard & Bueach, Clement's 
la age Lower Kennington In, Kennington, Stationer March 26 Sydney, 


rd 
eels Colungbourne, Kingstone, Wits March 15 Dixon, Pewsey, Wilte 


London Gas-te,—Turspay, Feb. 29. 
‘Epwts, Heeley, Sheffieli May 16 ——- & Emmet, Sheffield 


ALtEY, 

ApMIsT! James Fisazr, Blackburn March 3 Houghton & Co, Preston 

soner, “raomas, Lye, Worcester, Crucible fenelecner Marek, 10 Mobberley, Lye, 
or ‘Stun b.idge 


‘Bune. Tuomas Natsu, Bramley House, Alverstoke, Southampton March 25 Young & 
Co, Laurenc: Pountney bill 
Bamvet, Sutton Co'dfield April17 Parr & Co, Birmingham 
Crows, Tuomas CuLLixc woop, Silverhdl Park, St Leonardson sea March 24 Meailows 
Has‘ings 
ees ee Ocravivs, Coulter, Cheltenham Mach 24 Bubb & Co, Che\inbam 
Dattox, MauTH, Birmingham March 2t_ Beale & Vo, Birm 
Davis, CATHEULNE, Sutton Coldfield March 2) Lewis & Son, Walsall 
Davis, Raven Moraces, Ash:ngton, Northumberland, Auctioneer March 24 Alderson, 


p, James, Blackburn Feb 24 Deo, Soel 

nen Catnerine Saran Simpsox, south bomen Tanbridge Wells March 25 
Streeter & Howe, Croydon 

E.uorr, Georce Hesry Bor, Farnborough Park, Hante April 3) Merriman & Co, 
Mitre ct, ‘Temp'e 

Furuixe, ‘Mancangt, Preston May1 Whitfie'd, Chorley 

Gapspox, Hexsy, Buckharst Hill, Essex March 31 foe. Basinghall st 

Goopwix, Mary, Grove, Kent March 16 Mowll, Canterbury 

Haun, JANE Coxstaxc ®, Brighton May 17 Johnsons & Co, New sj, Lincoln's ion 

Havrvanp, Mary. Welling?cn March 2 Michell, Wellington, 

Hansis, Gzohce Bassett Green, Bassett, Soutbamp‘on, Carpenter March 31 Waller, 
Southam: 





pton 
, Axx, Whitby March 30 Hodgson, Tyoctagien on 
— = 38, Newcarte under Lyme, Staffs arch 16 Hollinshead & Moody, | 


Tunsta! 
Hors, Ruseat, Cumberland ter, Regent's Park March 17 Lewin & Co, The Sanctuary 
Hoverous, Seg Flower, Clerkington, Haddington March 19 Miles & Hair, King st, 


inane Buss. Rudgwick, Sussex March 20 Upperton Brighton 

Lees, Fraxk, Wilberforve rd, Finsbury Pak May 1 Prete los & Toph ¢ Taylor, New Bread st 

Moosistawair, Fraxces E.izapetu, Rotherham, Y h 19 Parker & Co, 
Rotherham 

Snes, F Euity Jane, Newbridge Hill, Bath April6 Hopwood & Sons, South sq, Gray’s | 


Mortoy oa, Bena. Southport, Lancs March 17 Avison & Co, Liverpool 
Park, Wiuuas Rosert, Catwick, Yorks, Yeoman March20 Turner, Beverley 
Rapier, eg 7 Hazithatch, Kiluare, Ireland March 17 Clay, Shefficld 
Ruopes, Wititam, L.> -kwood, Hudderefield, Engineer Me 3) Piercy, Huddersfield 
Bosgars, Annie Kuz, Bris ilingto, Yorks’ Aprill hiteheai, Pickering 
Rossox, Gzorce, Suaderland, Painter March 31 woe Sunderland 
Bares, JANE Brows, Newcastle upon Tyne April5 Stobo & Livingston, Newcastle 
Tyne 
Taonse Many Lewortny, Tulse Hill Arril9 Tilling, Bishopsgate 
Towxix, desma, Nenhead’ March 24 Stephen Jonathan Tonkin, Homeleigh rd, Waverley | 
unhe: 
TaEVELYAY, Hevexa, Rumsgat2 March 17 Rooke & Co, Bath 
Waix Davie, 8t *Wecnards, Hereford, Farmer March 26 Humfrys & Symonds, | 
erefurc 
Waxkeritxp, RICHARD, Upper Thames st, Paper Agent April 3 Farrar & Co, Wardrobe 
Doctor’s Commous 
Warte, Jou, Pentlanist, Wandsworth March 30 Patey, Finsbury 
Wisox, Carutuine, Fleetwood, Lancs April 16 Hart Dyke, Duchy ‘ot Lancaster Office 


London Gazette,—F «tvay, Feb. 23. 

Bostock, Jaurs, Poynton, nr Stockport, Farmer March 31 Barclay & Co, Macclesfield 

Buckman, i Georaix 4, Bledlow, Bucks Maicn 24 Leighton & savory, Clement's 
inn, Stren 

Caurcn, Awiuea, Buttcn, Su’ rey April 7 Oawa'd & Co, hey qo “, » West t Kensington 

CouLapos, Great, Eton av, Hampstead April6 ab h —— 

Cortoy, Ausert Euice Pixg, bt Dendaae Canterbury March’ 4 Pyke & Parrott, 
Lincoln's inn fields 

DagLinotox, Saran Axx, Kingswinford, Ftaffs March2i Round, Tipton 

Daarcer, Geonce Farpeaic x, Cr ydon Aprill10 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn 8] 

Expaiver, Evie, Re, Sussex’ March 10 Dawes & C ‘o, Rye 

tvANS, Tuomas. Ferncroft uv, Hampstead April 9 Baace .& Co, Manchester 

fopex, Geunce, Southport March 31 Wragg, Manchi et? 

PowsLt, Atiug, Tean, Staffs March 22 Cul & Brett, Cheadle, Stoke on Trent 

Gazex, Hexry, Pouthport Mah 10 Gesld & Son, Wigan 

HANSON, Emma, -Lighteliffe, Halifax Mar hi7z7 Fa rar & Crowther, Bradfurd 

Harpiye, Joun Prince, Deal, Surveyor Manh22 Brown & Broan, Deal 

IAUXWELL, Jour, Yarm, Yorks, Millwright Aprud6é Archer & Co, stockton on Tees 

ixks, James, Kogbast n. Warwick aprii7 Pinsent & Vo, Birmingham 

OOKLEY, Wiittam, Furest Gate March 23 Marrh, Fen ct 

oper, Tremas, Glamorg n March25 Stephens & Co, Card ff 

HuLpsworrs, THomas,O dham March 2t A-croft & Vo, Oldham 

setox, Tuomas, Rirmngham Marh2s Trice, Birmingham 

Jupp, Euaa, Southampton April Garrett, G. James st 

_ Pause, Childebert rd, Balham March 26 Corsellis & Berney, East hill, Wands- 








Lasos, “Tuomas apse. Biadwall, nr Sandbach, Chester, Livery Stable Keepor March 23 
nger, Nan 
Laion, The Rt Hon Wii11aAm Hexny Banos, Stoneleigh Abbey, Warw:ck March 13 Boodle 
& Co, Davies st, Bukeley 8) 
Lowe, Sorata Daxw, Cheltenham March 2) fholton & Co, Wolverhampton 
orr, Grace Northumber’and Park, ‘Totteuham March 8t. Fc rt, New Broa} at 
pe, Axxe, Bishop»gate rd, Highgate April do Maude & Tuunichitfe, Arundel st, 


Stra 
News, Wittsas, Plymouth Borough Arylum, D.von March 31 Burton & Co, Surrey st, 


Oanenov, Janus, Sopont Marca 2t Worden & A-hington, Southport 

Pana, James, Leigh, Lancs, Farmer Mach YO Maret & Co, Le gh, Lancs 
Peary, Frances, Cardiff April 20 Cousins & Co, Card ff 

Purr, Rencontea AM, Dov. r bldge, Old Kent rd June L Scott, Gresham st 

Pirrock, Mary Axx, Canterbury Maich 18 P.ammer, C aut rbury 


oan ee es eee ee March 31 Fladgate & 
Paice, Euzasera earra: Seas rd, Earl’s Court March 31 Fiadgate & Co, 


Parrcuarpd, Hexry Devenevx, Little Trinityln May1 Englefield, Little Trinity In 
Streatham pl, Brixton Hill March 22 Jordan & Lavington, Iron- 


Purpy, NaTHasi£ 
monger ln, 
REYNOLDS, Georce, ro Corn Merchant March 26 Reader & Co, Moorgate st 
| eee Tae i 7 he apm. Aeon 70 23 money Bebe Os ot 
Rosertsoyn, Mary Evizasern, Littlehampton on, 
Rogsuck, Many, Altrincham, Chester Harwood Manchester 
Row, Puese, Ipswich April 6 comes "a Norfolk 
Soort, Toomas, March 10 Juyce & Co, Williton, Zomerset 
Guess, MY or General Taomuas Maarix, Withysombe, Raleigh, Exmouth March 31 
ew Broad st 
Srixx, Jutta, Guiseley, Yorks March 23 Vernon, Springfield, Guiseley 
Stevens, Faaxces Hannan, Frobister rd, Hornsey April 2 Sworder & Longmore, 


Stevens, Wicuam, Bath March 21 Ricketts & ee 
Tuomas, Witiiam Onuonp, Liverpool, Master M 





April 6 Forshaw & Hawkins, 


verp ol 
Tuck, wa 8 aga, Halesworth, Suffulk April 20 Cross & Co, Haleswortb, ery 
Tusnes, Exma, Shrewsbury rd, Bayswater 19 Edmonds, Queen V icturia et 
Vaings, SamvEL, Swallownest, Aston cum Au. hton, Yorks, Blacksmith March23 W& A 


Glossop, Sheffield 
Wess, Epow ARD, Weston super a A #] Gare, Bath 
Wetterp, Cuares, Bexhill, Butcher 
WIckKess, *Wituam, Staveley, Derby, Labourer March 5 Glas. Ches‘erfield 
Wip, Emity, Southport March 2) Watts & Jons, St Ives, H 
Witp, W1t114M, Glossop, Darby March 24 Hyde 





Witmor, Louisa Jann, hill April23 ‘Tyler, Ciement’s inn 
Woweastex Tes a, Pudsey, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer March 20 Banks & Co, 


London Gazrtte.—Tursoar, Feb. 29 
| Apamsox, i aes James, West nad, Hants Marh 30 Mather & Dickinson, Neweastle on 


| Atwonp, y ant Pieston April22 Cockshutt & Dankerley, Preston 

| Bewaexp, Henry, Norfolk crescent, Hyde Park, Physician March 31 Lattey & Hart, 
Camomile st chmbrs, Camomile st 

| Biow, Wi.uam, Nether Lang@ith, Notts, Farmer March 3 Alcock, Mansfield 

| Captives, Rev Epwaarp Pickarnp, Weymouth March 23 Vtosks & Douglas, Sherborne, 


| Camerox, Epwarp ALExasper, Deal April 10 Lovell . Co, bas 3 inn aq 
CAMPBELL, Emma Fottetr, Weston super Mare March 24 Smith & Sons, Weston super 


Maie 
| | Aypezw A.raep, Bordon, Kent, Farmer March 15 Dixm, jun, Bitting- 
urne 


Cvarkson, Saran Evizasetu, Dahim March 31 Wilson & Co, Durhan 
| Crows, Hagriot Mary, Thorpe St Andrew March 23 Preston & 8on, Norwich 
| Curriz, Right Hon Mary Moyxtoomeeie Baroness, Black@ater, Hants March 31 Booile 
| & Co, Darien a, Berkeley sq 
| Davis, Jous, Russ]l gardens mew-, na, Cab Proprictor March 17 Ray & 
| #lower-Ellis, Margaret st, Regent st 
| Dawsox, ARTRUB ‘Drax, Lianliwehsiarn, Newtown, M ntgomwy March 38 TB& W 
Nelson, Cannon s' 
pe Mascaa, CeaRLes scene, Addison rd, Kensington March ¢ Goddard, Old 
jeants’ ino 
Dusy, Lzoxarp Epwarp, Dover March 31 Mo>wil & Mowil, Dover 
Epprvur, The Rev Epwaap Parorssiex, Bremaill, ne Caln :, Wilts April 5 Braund, 
Gray’s inn sq 
Sunes, Ravra Pores Carew, Norland sq, Holland P.rk March 25 Jerome, Lincoln's 


Send Jame 4 Leeds April 10 Ly = Co, Hell 
Fowett, Atice, Tean, Statfs March 22 Cull & Brett, Cheadle, Stoke on 
| Francis, , ALFRED, Rcaneeh, Cook Beerhouse Keeper March 12 , 
1 enhead 
| Frovp, Ricuarp Witu14M, Hampreston, Dorset, Farmer March 16 Luff & Raymond, 
Wimborne Miaster, Vorat 
Gopvagp, Davin, F.eet, Hants March 31 Foster & Wells, Aldershot 
Gnay, Owen, Wallasey, Cheshire, Boot merchant May 1 Jones & Rees, Liverpool 
Hant, Evizanetu Peoury, Thorn-un, Bradford April 1 Gauut & Co, Bradford 
& Crowther, Bradford 


| 
| 


} 
} 
} 
| 


Harrison, Lavinia, Shelf, ‘Halifax March 23 Farrar . 
Merch st M Hull 
Hawksvrorp, ‘The Very ] a sheanes (Canon), noor,3toke on Trent April? Bennett & 
Ferrie, Coleman 


Harrisen, WILLIAM, Kingston upon Wuil, 
Haze... Acrasp, Babeten 14, Upper Htloway April17 Markell & Nisbet, John st, 


ford row 
Hearty, Geayt Heatiy Too, Littlehampton April? Farr & ” -caeenaiaas fields 
Hucas, Juay,O . Farmer March 25 disse Fa-n>orough, 
JAOKsoN, AMELIA, Kingston upon Hull March 3i Walker & — Hall 


JEFFERSON. Wictiam, Oldhum, Laacs +s 3 Rowatree, O 
Layebon, Tuomas Caaxtes Win chester, FRUS ye Warner & Kirby, Winchester 
Lawaesce, Josera Henry Hanrats, Portal agton, Austrailia, Surgeon July 10 
L ~e- a Glos March 27 Houghton & Son, Finsbu ¢ 

Loyo, Mary, Newnbam, Glos rt ry pym* 
Meoneit, Many Haxrue, Helston, Cornwalt March 24 ‘Thomas, Helston, Cornwall 
Mituwanv, Sreraey, Tunstall, Staffs, Butcher Marea i¢ Hol inshead, Tunstall 
Parsons, Manny Axy, Honiton, Devoa April 2i very & Phillips, Hoaiton, er 
Rareuires, Wessex Jeerutau, Pike's Hill, Epsom, Gardener March 25 Soolt, 

Chancery In 
Riasy, WituaM, Amosbury av, Streath +m Hill April 9 bag de », Field ct, Gray's ina 
Rontysoyx, Farpsric, Dolton, Veeun Aoprilld Barch & & 
ay some, Flees Manin, Sam. ; a Mare. ¢ 7 yA a Sgt 
Surru, Joay Fusrcuse, Blac oageoee 
" " Apri A = ‘de. I 


= amy oy Jous, = Soa . 

uTrey, Ewa, Ri ~ agers, Reading 

Tuomas, Cuanres, perk ll, Yeoman March 24 Tanghum « Ag ed Bertil 

Tuoare, Baxsanty Keuty, & goastoa, Bi March 31 Coben & Slater, Bexhill 

Tuck, Kuma Sanan Galesworth, Suffole April 2 Cross & Ov, Halesworth, Suffolk 

Viauis, CHaruss Maas, Bm>rook, nr Wokingham, Berks March 3 Buck & Co, 
Lin »:oln's ina tields 

Wrirraker, Exizanera, Openshiw, Manchester March 3t — Hyde : 

Wicktuam, Marcaarr Avs, West Mead, Devon Marché Newtoe, Dawlish 

Wituians, Evizanera Susaxyan, Liangullen, bigh March 2 Minshall & Co, 


Lia m 
Woop, Saran, Weston super Mare March 94 Smith & Sons, Weston super Mare 








Biav, Wit.iam rr ‘Tillington, Stafford Statfud Pe) Cox, Ravwoxy Haapixa, ~~ Apu {Strand High 


Bankruptcy Notices. dana Ord 


London Gasetie.—¥uivay, Feb. 28. Pet Feb 2t_ Ord Feb 2 


RETEIVING ORDERS, Slaxre Baraaley 


an 8) id Feb au Maidstone Pot Feb 20 


Pore, Jou, Carlisle, Ironmonger Catl'slo Pet Feb 19 Ciant ne, fou ey 


Braxvorp, } woken Ciaverey, Salop, Painter Madeley at wt 


upon wl Bricklayer Kingston 


rt Pet Janis Oni 
map ~ , Builder Dorchester Pet 


Byeartr, Joux Epwarp be! Aurarp MoG@aara, Barnsley, Dix, Wievray ‘tas, , Norfulk, Painter Norwich 
: : Pet Feb 2. Oud Feb ¥1 " Pet Feb 2 Fed 21 


Anporr, Janes W, Bigh ri, Balham Wandaworth Pot Cuamorrs, Tromas Sueuen, Je + Fis! m wyer terbury ret 


Dixex Ped. | ae Foy hey Oil Merchant Caa- 


De ae, Cee » Leeds, Builder Leeds Put Fed 


Ord Feb 19 upoa 21 Ord Feb @ Ba. 
a > Ray Soiwell, Berks, Brewer Oxford Corroxs, Tuonas Bawasa, Threadnoed ah et, Stockbroker ’ : en ee ee eine he hes 
e 


High Court Pet Feb'l 


Ord Feb 20 






- 
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Goopw1x, Jouy, Gillingham, Kent, Pork Butcher Roches- 
ter Pet Feb 19. Ged Feb 19 
G Artuur, Southampton, Medical Practitioner 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


Gairrirss, Geirritu, Blaenau Festiniog, pate, Engine 
Driver Portmadoc Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 

Growcort, Exisan, Greens Forge, Kingswinford Miller 
Stourbridge Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 19 

es: Ts Bristol, Boot Dealer Bristol Pet Feb 19 


Haywanp, Rusert, Northleach, Glos, Grocer Cheltenham 
Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 : 

Hugues. Owen, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Miller Portmadoc 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Janvis, Water, Elton, Hunts, — Victualler 
Peterborough Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 

Kitsex, Geonce Dent, Syston, Seka, Coal Merchant 
Leicester Pet Feb 21. Ord og 21 

Kiteam, Hasry Auseet, Tydd St M ary, Lincoln, Farmer 
King's Lynn Pet Feb15 Ord Feb zi 

Kixc, Tuomas, Maidstone, Engineer Maidstone Pet Feb 
17 Ond Feb 17 


Lacey & Box, J L, St John’s hill, Clapham Junction, 


wa Dealers Wandswoith Pet Jan 30 Ord 

‘cb 20 

LaxG-Sius, Joun ean, Colchester Colchester Pet Jan 
23 Ord Fi ebl 


ManNcHESTER, Cates Joux Wittiam, Tooting Graveney 
Wandsworth Pet Dec19 Ord Feb 20 

Mancu, Hevyry, Birchin ln, Engineer High Court Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

SSRIS, Rosert Joserx, Chasetown, nr Walsall, 
Painter Walsall Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

MosyitGomery, Avexaypge MokKosert, Portway, Wells, 
Somerset, Draper Wells Pet Feb2i Ord Feb 21 

Movussues, Parr, Portland. rset, Stationer Dorchester 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Mutcescer, Rosert, Coltishall, Norfolk, Farm Steward 
Norwich Pet Feb 19 Ord feb 19 

Nery, Wittiam Warwick, why oe Quantity Surveyor 
High Court Pet Feb20 Ord Feb2 

Pickegixc, Grorce Tuomas, = a Me pena 


Surgeon Scarborough Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 1 

Piatis, Tom, Chapelton, nr Sheffield, Moulder | a 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Paurstiey, Waren, Cleethorpes, Fisherman Gt Grimsby 
Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 17 

Regs, Meyesick, Blaencl ae, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 2 


Suzivos, Epwarp 7 mene Seacombe, Cheshire, Shipping 
cl Birkenhead Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Tomuixsos, Ausert Epwarp. Hedley Hil), Cornssy Col- 
aig Darham, Miner Durham Pet Feb 19 O:d 
‘eb 19 


Trorr, Witt1am Hezxry, Uplands, Swansea, Insurance 
A Swansea Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Vicaty, Evwix, Aebburton, Devon, Coal Merchant Exeter 
Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Wakes, Wittiam Rovert, and Jaues Hensy .Watker, 
tmethwick, Builders West Bromwich Pct Feb 20 
Ond Feb 20 

Watters, Moscay, Lietty Newydd, Cross Hanis, Lianel’y, 
Carmarthen, Boot Dealer Carmarthen Pet Feb 17 

Trecastle, Brecknock, Grocer 


Ord Feb 17 

Warkixs, Jonx, Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

WILkisros, Tuomas A.rraev, Wariogton, Glass Deal.r 
Ww: Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Woopatr. eank, Kirkella, Yorks, 
upon Hull Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Woo.cecs, Joux Putue, Penryn, Cornwall, Builder Truro 
Pet Feb20 Ord Feb 20 

Wornzesrooxs, James Dovueras, Gt Grimsby, 
Engmeer Gt Qrimsby Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 

Waicat, James Hewxey, Batley, Yorks Dewsbury Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Youse, Eowr, Easticigh, Southam ton, Builder South- 
ampicn Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Azoxs, Maxmittas, Moorgate ct, Foreign Banker March 
9at12 Bankruptcy bidgr, Carey st 
Bonen see Grorce, erminster, House Furnisher 
March 5 at 11 Off Bec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 
Beare, Taouas Wiiria™, Seuthchurch Beach, Southend on 
Sea, Burlder March 5 st 12 ‘lhe Iustitute, Clarence 
rd, ‘Southend on Sea 


Butcher Kingston 


Consulting 
2 


Beaty, Joux, Carlisle, Ironmonger March 5 at 12 Off 
, tA, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Bickxexstarve, Hassan, Biackpool, Laundry Proprictrees 
March 5at 11 Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 


Biacksoon, Sauver, Gronc ® Biackmoon, Janes Bracx- 


sour, and Joseru Briacxmovur, Pelirall, Staffs, Brick 
Manufacturers March 6 at 1120 Off Rec, Wolver- 
haington 

Besvocey, Matruzw, Wakefield. March 5 at 11 Off Rec, 
6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Beatstos, Evwazp Cuantzs, Middlesbrongh, Grocer 


Mareb 9at1230 Off Rec,8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Ciateos, Hewer, Claygate, Surrey, Builder March 2 at 12 
192, ork 1rd, Westminster Bridge 

Cones, Tuomas Sawer, saceeseertio A. Stockbroker 
Ma:ch 6at12 Baskruptey bidgs, Ca: 

Cox Kayvuomp Hagvisc, Gaicy chmbrs, "Saand March 6 
at il Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 


Com md Groece Giteret,jsaiat Mary Bourne, nr Andover, 
ratbaeapton. m. Warmer March 6 at 2.15 Off Ree, 
Os ty ehmabres, Catherine #, Balixbu 


Ducwea, Daxter, Gt Yarmouth, Fish Merchant March 20 
at 100 Mr Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 

Duss. Cuszses Heeeser, Leeds, Builder March 7 at 11 
(ft Bee, 22, Park row, Leeda 

Giscu., Gumce Faxuenicx, Recatwess, Wine Merchant 
Mech5atiz M4, Bedford re 


Guoorne, Jous, and T mee. Goovrr, Withington, 
Piombers at 11a Off Rec, 
Byrn ot, | hester 


Hearn, Wittise Hewnr, Middlesbrough 
O4 Lec, 6, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
Heones, Tavnss Hesxy, Lianrwa, Denbigh, Grocer 


March 9 at 12.90 


Joxzs, Humpueey, Blaenau Tetioleg, Maines, Quarry- 
— March 3 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
ester 
Mircuett, Jonxn Avsegrt, Bradford, Commercial Traveller 
March 5at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
Parigstiey, WALTER, Cleethorpes, Fisherman March 3 at 
12 Off Rec, 8t Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 
Sacer, Rupeat Foster, Oswaldtwistle, nm Roller 
verer March 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 


Tsomesos, Joux, Thornaby on Tees, Yorks, Licensed 


Victualler March 14 at 3 Off Ree, 8, "Albert rd, 
Middleborough ’ 
Tuse Wittiam Spencer, Blean, Kent, Wheelwright 


March 15 at9 Off Rec, ¢8, Castle st, Canterb ury 
Vicary, Epwix, Ashburton Devon, Coal Merchant March 
15 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
WALLACE, WILLIAM, Pendlebury, Lanes, Physician March 


3 at 11 ec, Byrom st, Manc ester 
WELrorp, eas” ABRAM, Scaling, nr Loftus, Yorks, 
me Maich 14 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
rou, 


Wayair, Tuomas, Blyth, Northumberland, Clothier March 
5atz30 Off Ree, 3), Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Waicat, James Henry, Batley, Yorks March 6 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Bank c rs, ation st, Dewsbury 
Yeomans, Davip Frepericx, by de Ja Zouch 
at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 


Re Freverick Cavenpisu Excuis, Nottingham An order 
staying proceedings herein having been made, it will be 
necessary that the First Meeting and Public Examina- 
tion gazetted on the 13th February, 1%6, be adjourned 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


At.ex, Epwiy, East Southsea, Hants Portsmouth Pet 
augi9 O:d Nov 14 

Beaty, “JOUN, Carlisle, Ironmonger Carlisle Pet Feb 19 
Ord Feb 19 

Begsiey. WILtIAmM gl Sotwell, Berks, Brewer Oxford 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 

BranroaD, SAMURL, Cavey, Salo, Painter Madeley Pet 
Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 

Brock envast, JAMES Deiter Oldham, Lanes, Cotton 
Spinner Oldham Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 21 

Bryast, Epowix Tuompsos. Lower Thames st High Court 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 19 

Burecarr, Georck Henry, Sheffield, Innkeeper Sheffield 
Pet Jan 13 Ord Feb 19 

Cuameers, Tuomas Srerags, Maidstone, 
Maidstone Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

CHARLES, Jou, wy xy upon Hull), Bricklayer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Feb21 Ord Feb 21 

Crayros, WiLLiam Cakr, a Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield 
Pet Jan18 Ord Feb1 

Cieary, Fowis, Olympia, Kensing* on, Manager of Olympia 
High C Jourt’ Pet Feb 16 Ora Feb 21 

Davis, CHARLES, Dorchester, Dorset, Builder Dorchester 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Dix, Bae en Lez, ore Norfolk, Painter Norwich 

‘et Feb 21 Ord Feb 2 

mS... Grorcr WILuiam, Deal, Oil Merchant Canterbury 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Docwara, Daste., Gt Yarmouth, Fish Merchant Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 19 

Duss, Cuaetes Herpert, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Goovier, Jous, and Tuomas Goovise, Withington, Man- 

chester, Plumbers Manchester Pet Feb 2 Ord 

eb 1 

Goopwis, Jony, Gillingham, poaat, Pork Butcher Roches- 

ter Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 

GeauaM, AprrTuaur, fe Nat ol Medical Pactitioner 

Southampton Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Guirritrus, Grirrits, Blaenan Festiniog, Merioneth, Engine 

Driver Portmadoc Pet Frb 20 Ord Feb 20 

Hawxer. Davin, Dorchester, Giocer Dorchester Pet Jan 
13 Ond Feb 19 

Haywarp, Rovert, Northleach, Glos, Grocer Cheltenham 

Pet Feb 2) Ord Feb 20 

Hucuss, Owey, Felinycoed, Lianrwst, Denbigh, Miller 

Portmatoc ‘Pet Feb 20 ‘Ord Feb 20 

Jarsis, Waren, Elton, Hunts  — Victualler 
Peterborough Pet Feb 21 “Ord Feb 21 

Joxes, Atyaep Parkes, and (ec1u, Hettyar, Upper Rich- 

mond rd, East Shee on, Electrical Engineers Wands- 

worth Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 20 


‘eb 2 


Fishmonger 


KExpaLt, Jous, Aston, Warwick, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 20 

Kitwey, Gzouce Dext, Syston, Leicester, Coal Merchant 
Leicester Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Kise, Taomas, Maidstone, Engineer Maidstone Pet 
Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 

Levy, Reunert, Rye ln, Peckham, Fruiterer High Court 
Pet Jan 11 Ord Feb 20 

heomaee 3 Jous, Ludgate hill High Court Pet Oct6 Ord 
eb 19 

Loxe, Evoar See, Sheftield, Publisher Sheftield Pet 
Jan 10 Ord Feb 

Manscu, Heyry ey hin In, Enginecr High Court Pet 
Feb 20 Ord Fel 


Mivvteros, pete ES Cintas, Birkenhead, Boat Builder 

Birkenhead Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 19 

Mo.zswortn, Roverr Josera, Chasetown, nr Walsall, 

Staffs, Painter Walsall Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

Moxtcomery, Atexaspen McRouent, Portway, Wells, 

Bormerset, Lape 44 Wells Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Mownsnen, Purr, Portland, Dorset, Stationer Dorchester 

Pet Feb 20 Ord F *b 20 

Meviexcer, Rournwr, Cultiehall, Norfolk, Farm Steward 
Norwich Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

Nein, Witstam Wanwicx, Southampton, Qrnatity Sur- 
veyor High Court Pet Veb 2 Ord Feb 

Norr, p Sener, West Cowes, Lof W Newport et Feb 5 

Or 6 

Pankes, Venson, and Thomas Bynons Taetoan Taroetas, 

Victoria #t, Westminster, Contraooe HighCourt Pet 


Pesrett, WALTES ay ie 
Yarmo' Pet Jan 2 Ord Feb ai 
Petcu, Grorce Francis, Goninete 
a Farmer " _ a Pet ob Ont Heb 
Latte, Tom town, ar eld, M A 
; Pet Feb iy Sree 8 7 Day 
RIESTLEY, WALTER, Cleet aa Fisherma : 
Pet Keb17. Ord F ‘eb 1 © Gt Gtimy 
Puastry, Joux, Ne Mon, ¢ 
Ord Feb 


General Smith Newport 
R Men’ _ ag A lydach, a 
ers, Meyer'cK, nely: am, Collier Pontypriag 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
Rewnig, SummeRrvitce, Victoria st, Westminster, Scholastic 
. Agest High —— — Nov 30 Ord Febl4 
1T380N, JONATHAN, Liverpool, Managing Director Liverpog| 
. Pet Jan 18 ~ Ba 19 on wt 
AVITZ, Sovromon, Burslem, s, Tailor Hanley 
Feb6 Ord Feb 20 Pe 
Sue.von, Evwarp Nortos, Seacombe, pry Shipping 
. C lerk a Pet Feb 20 — ‘eb 23 
EAL, Wittiam Joun, River view, Putney Wandswor) 
Pet Jan22 Ord Feb 20 J 
Tom. 1nson, ALBERT Epwasp, Hedley Hill, Cornsa: 
Durham, Miner Durham A Feb 19 Ord Keb 
Trott, Wim Henry, Uplands, Swansea, 
Agent Swansea Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Vicary, Epwix, Ashburton, Devon, Coal Merchant Exety 
Pet Feb 19’ Ord Feb 19 
Wacker, Wituiam Rosert, and James Heyry Wy 
Smethwick, Staffs, Builders West Bromwich Pet Py 
2) Ord Feb 20 
Warkins, Jonny, Trecastle, Brecknock, Grocer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 19 
wae ~t a New Brisliogton, Builder Bristol Feb) 
Ind Fi 
Wiieissox, Tuomas ALFRED, See, Glass Dealer 
Warrington Pet Feb 20 Ord F 
Wouva t, Frank, Kirkella, Yorks, Butcher Kingston upon 
Hull Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
Woo.cock, Jouy Puicr, Penrya, Cornwall, Builder Truy 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
Worusesroox, James Doucias, Gt Grimsby, Co 
Engineer GtGrimsby Pet teb9 rd Feb 2 
Whieart, James Henny, Batley, Yorks Dewsbury Ord Fb 
20 Ord Keb 20 


Youna, Eowyn, Eastleigh, ~ +~ reeaaee Builder South. 
ampton Pet Feb 21 Ord 2 


London Gazette.—Tvuuspay, Feb. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Axuory, Taomas Cuaries, Dowlais, Glam, Oil Vendo 
Merthyr Tydtil Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Baucayce, W1..i1AM, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Provision 
Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb) 

Basxes, Gzorce West, raxall, nr Shepon Muliet, 
Somerset Wells Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Beaumont, Llewellyn, Dewsbury, Painter Dewsbury Pe 
Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

ane, Pee, Deal, Grocer Canterbury Pet Feb % 
Ord Fe 

Cowoy, James Bourne, Mon Repos, Side ry" Lamp Manu 

facturer Rochester Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 2s 

Daysy, Hexpeat, Leeds, Milk Dealer Leeds Pet Feb2 

Ord Feb 21 

Deacox, Epwaap, Sloane st, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 22 

De Wipe, Louisa Frerpinanpa, Kew Green gdns, Kew, 

Travslator Kendal Pet Feo 1 Ord Feb 24 

Dopp, AnTuur StayLey, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer New 

castle an Tyne Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 23 

Emvuss, Frepesick Tuomas, Droitwich, Worcester, Builder 


Worester Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Ewenxs, Evwanrp Samvurt, Yeovil, Glove Manufacturer 
Yeovil Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 


Fie_pex, Haroip Jackson, Bolton, Boiler Composition 
Manufacturer Bolton Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 21 
Gitwort, Jonny Roveut, Dean rd, Willesden, Loe Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2% 
Harpuay, Ricnanp, gael Lanes, Painter Bolton 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 

Hartrmays, Orro, Geething In, Druggists’ Sundriesman 
High Court Pet Jan 10 Ord Feb 23 

Hawkins, Exvtas Taask, Street, Somenet, Grocer Wells 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Hee, hf ee High Holborn, Scientific Instrument Maker 
Higl 1 Court Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Hicks, Wittiam Cuanres, Keynsnam, Somerset, Licensed 
Victualler Bristol Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 22 
Homes, Hanaret Saran, Clarges st. Piccadilly, Boarding 
house Keeper High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 25 
Jacksux, Joux, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Acrated 
Water Manufacturer Carlide Pet l'eb24 Ord FebU 
Joxus, Davin Bucu, Nantgwynant, Bettas vlert, Carnarvon, 
Clerk Portmadoc Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 
Lurmay, James Ricnanv, Horndean, —, Nurseryman 
Portsmouth Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2 

Mansu, Atsvat Bex, Yeovil, Miller Yeovil Pet Feb B 
Ord Feb 23 

May, Feux Hexuy, East Harptree, Somerset Wells Pet 
Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Mircug.., Farpeaick, Ynyshir, Glam, Baker Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 24 

Morcan, Geouce Evwanp, Gt Grimsby, Labourer @t 
Grimsby Pet Feb 22° Ord Feb 22 

Mong AN m.uiaAM, Trealaw, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
et Feb42 Ord Feb 22 

Nav oy Geonar, Hexn% York, Clab Steward York Pé 
Keb ys $ Ord Feb 2% 

Nockors, Wittian, jun, Cambridge, Cattle Dealer Cam- 
bridge Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb vs 

Novetsi, Luciay N, Brighton, Hotel Proprietor Drightoa 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 23 

Orraway, Joun Burrs, Newington Butts, Restaurant 
Proprietor High Court Pet Web z3 Ord Feb 2 
Peanos, Geonor, Lynmouth, Ly mam, Devon, Hotel 








Ma ‘ch 4 at 11.0 Cort cumibvrs, Eastgate row, Chester 


Oct 29 Ord Veb 21 
Picxenisa, Gronorn Se Bearborough, Veterinary Sur- 
gem i ai buruugh Vet Feb 19 O1d Veh 19 


prietor Barnstaple Pet Fe Feb 23 
Pismsnn, Many Anz, Blackpool, ah house 
Preston Pet Feb 4a On Feb 23 wich 
Prowsas, Thomas Wiittam, Ipswich, Carpenter Ips 
ut Feb Ord Feb 20 
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Puce, Pariie ta 7 + - ae Builder Portsmouth 
21 
By “Tosree, Fenton, Staffs, Grocer Stoke upon 
jieat Pet Feb 24_ Ord Fe’ b 24 
honts20n, Wituam Heney ol ey, Tavistock, Devon, 
Bootmaker Plymouth Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 
Rouras, Rose CATHERINE, wee 2 Provision Merchant 
Bg t Feb 23 Ord Feb 
favyogns, E Garrick st, Covent “Garden, Theatrical 
High Court Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 22 
Seymour, ALFRED Cartes, Plymouth, Tailor’s Cutter 
Plymouth Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
SLATTERY, oe ee Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet 
22 ‘eb 2: 
iat Posen Currox, and Sypwey_ Fraycrs 8mitn, 
worth, Provision Merchants Birmingham Pet 
a. pot law, © Glam, Culli 
RNS fous, wllyglaw, Cwmavon, m, ier 
Sith Pet Feb 2t Ord Feb 24 
JuaCk@BAY Wan rED, Park, Sheffield, General Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Feb 93 Ord Feb 23 
Watters, Richarp Morgan, Pengam, Mon, Grocer 
Tredegar Pes Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Watsox, Grorce Loupox, Union ct, Old Broad st High 
hag Pet Jan4 Ord Feb 22 
eee, West Worthing Brighton Pet Oct 31 
Feb 8 
Pate Cuartrs Gustavus, Mornington av mans, 
West Kensington High Court Pet Jan2 Ord Feb 23 
Verse, Taomas, Blyth, Northumberland, Clothier New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 


Amended notice substi.uted for that published i in the 
London Gazette of Feb 20 

Ceosspate, Wittram, Oldham, Labourer Oldham Pet 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Savspers, Joun Heney, Bromley, Builder Croydon Pet 
Janli Ord Feb 13 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Avewt, Taomas, and Ricuarp Apewt, Beeston, Notts 

Butchers March 7 at 12 Off Ree,'4, Castle pl, Park 
ott 

PBL Sonny cer Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Provision 

Dealer March 8 ‘at 11 OW Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 


on Tyn 
Poa, ae ELLYN, Dewsbury, Painter March 7 at 
10.30 Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 


Bisaur, Wie remy * Hampton in Arden, Warwick, Cabinet 
Maker March 7 at 11 191, Corporation st, Birmin 

Biscxeves, Josera, Gt Grimsby, Bater March 7 at 11 
O#f Rec, 8t Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 

Borrerviztp, Cuartes, Little Drayton, Y estan, Grocer’s 
Assistant March 7 at 3 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, 





8 
Cuampgzs, Tuomas Stepney, Maidst ie, Fish g 
March 7 at 10.15 9, King st, Maidato: 
Cravtos, WILLIAM Carr, sheffield, Butcher March 7 at 12 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffiel 
Taysy, Heasert, Leeds, aie Dealer March 7 at 11.30 
Ott Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
51 Epwarp, Sloane st, at Victualler March 9 
atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
ane Wituam Lee, Mundesley, N 7 folk, Painter March 7 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Dopp, Artaun Stantey, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer 
March 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


=, yo Tuomas, Droitwich, Builder March 10 
at 10, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Gagpser, Faank, Warborough on Thames, Oxford, Grocer 
March 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Gusse7, Samus, mat, Mottinghon, Operatic Vocalist March7 
ats e pl, Park st, Nottingbam 

Go.own, Jony, me, Gillisetea Kent, Pork Butcher March 
at il 30 us, High st, Rochester 

Haspuan, Ricuarp, Tyldesley, Lane:, Painter March 9 
at3 19, Exchange st, Buitoa 

ar oe Ena Buistol, ‘Boot Dealer March 7at12 Off 

Baldwin st, Bristol 

nL Orro, Seething In, Drugg’sts’ Sundriesman 
March 8 at 12 Bankrugtc bldgs, Carey st 

Haywarp, Rover, Northivach, Glos, Grocer March 15 at 
2.15 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Herue, Petar, High Holborn, Scientitic Instrument Maker 

h 8 at li Bankruptcy bid bidgs, C ‘arey st 
gh ——— . Crecin Herryar, Upper 
lectsical ineers 2. 

182, York rd, W Brdge eam capa aes 

Kena, Jouy, Aston, Warwick, ~— March 8 at 11 

_ 191, Corporation st, "Birming ham 

Kivsey, Grorcr Dent, 8 a Leics, Coal Merchant 

k Tatl2 Off Kec, Berri st, Leicester 

5 eye Maidstone, Engineer Murch7 at 1045 9, 


KIN, Seu Menaletie tater Lyme, Greengrocer March 
! ¥ at 11.80 ‘Ott Kec, King st, Newcaatle, dtatfs 
OTMAN, JAMES Ricaaan, Horndean, Hants, Nurseryman 
March 5 4 Off Reo, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Manon, Hewny. Birchin 1 n 
ae eupiey bile thas -" magnon Marsh 7 at 2.30 
Mo. LETH, Tuomas Eyre, A a Norris, Lancs March 
9atll Off Rec, Castle chambers, 6, Vernon st, Stock- 


Mousswontu, Rovert Josep u, Chasetown, nr Walsall, 
vost timer March 8 at 11.80 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
ONTOOMERY, ALEXANDER Meo Ropent, Portway, Wells, 
Smmerset, Draper March 7 at 12.16 Off Ree, 26, Buld- 
win st, Bristol 
Morrron,’ Georor, and Josern Streusn Wau.ace, Lug- 
¥ ine, Hi retord, Coal Merchants March 7 at 8 2, 
Ww Heretord 
ORGAN, WILLIAM Speke St ‘ollier Mare £3 
x 1h), High st, Merthy Ty ener psi, 
muneae, Rosert, Coltzhall, Norfolk, Farm Steward 
N ‘toh 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Noa wieh 
Avrox, Gronax Henny, York, Club Swward pe 12 
aly Foes _ Red House, Dunsomsbe pi, Yor 
’ » Hemswor orks, Builder darch 9 at 
1 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Waketicid 
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Nei Wiruam 9 Warwick aren or Quantity 

March 7 at 12 "bates ldgs, Carey st 

Neuson, Nevsoy, and Joun Jenkins Newson, Aberystwyth, 
i March 9 at 2. 


wy 
a ag wn, nr Sheffield, Moulder March 7 
onbe Regent st, Baraeley 


reo oe eae Wit. 1AM, Ipswi ter March 

1at215 Off Rec, 36, 

PowE.L, ry Catford, Kent, uilders’ Merchant 
March 9 at 12.30 132, York = Westminster 

Price, Pair Henry, Port-mouth, Builder March 8 at 3 

Rec e junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Puastey, Joux, Newport, Mon, Shoeing Smith March 
Zatil Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Ne ewport, Mon 

mee = Soa New Basford, Nottingham, Plumber 
March 7at1i Off Rec, 4, Castie pl, Park st, Notting- 


READER, com, Marston Magna, Somerset, Farmer 
March 7 at 2:30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 


Salisbury 
Res, Meraicx, B'aenclydach, Glam, Collier March 7 at 
12 High st, Merthye Tyafil 
Sau thn, - G, Garrick st, Covent Cag te Theatrical Agent 


March 8 at 12 pn aie 

Savitz, SoLomoy, Burrlem, otaffs, Tailor Tarch 8 at 11.30 
Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, s 

Semen, Joux, Norfoli. Cont Merchant Gt Y 
mouth March7at1 Off Rec, King st, Norwich 

SLATTERY, Tee Epwarp, Leeds, Painter March 7 at 12 


22, Park row, Leeds 
Swarr, Somm xy hems Woollen Manu- 


Kington, Hereford, 
March 7 at 1245 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Tuorne, Lucig, Brightca, Dressmaker March 7 at12 Off 
Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Tratt, mi1am Epwarp, and Grorcr Herpert 
Fettowes, South Norwood, Surrey March 8 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Trorrt, Wiruram Hesry, Uplands, Swansea, Insurance 
Agent March 7 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, 


Swansea 
Vaca, Henry, Yeovil, Plumbar March7 at 245 Off Rec, 
ity chmbre, Catherine st, Salisbury 
Wager, Wituam Epsunp, Bristol, C’erk March 7 
11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
WALTERS, Morcan, Liettynewydd, ‘Cross Hands, Lianelly, 
D sande ond March 7 at 113) Off Ree, 
4, Queen st, 
Waseem. ay Trecastle, ‘Brecknock, Grecer March 8 at 
3 High st, Merthyr 
Warsoy, a ee Lovpoy, Union ct, Old Broad st March 
at1l Bankruptcy tey b'dgs, Carey st 
Wuearcrort, JAMES Ervesr, Stockport, Grocer March 9 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stock- 


vs Wi11am, New ton, Bristol, Builder March 
7 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, win et, Bristol 


Whuittaker, CHARLES Gu Bsr Mornington av 
West a ae ch 8 at 1 ruptey bidge, 
Wixtssoy, Tuomas ALFRED, Waseem, Glass Dealer 
March 7 


at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
WIi.sor, ram — Sheffield March 7 at 12.30 Off 


, Figtree In ttield 
Woopatt, Frank. Pike Yorks, Butcher March 7 at 
11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Axsorx, Taomas Cuarces, Dowlais, Glam, Oil Vendor 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Ba.ianca, WILLIAM, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Provision 
Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 19 Ord ¥eb 24 

Baryes, Georce West, Shepton Mallet, 
Somerset Wells Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Baryes, Peter Rurert, 8t Mary Axe High Court Pet 
Jan 19 Ord Feb 22 

Beaumont samemnee, sama, Painter Dewsbury 

eet F Ord Feb 24 

Brrp, Wi aed Yay" Tillington, Stafford Stafford Pet 
Jan 24 Ord Feb 23 

Bisnor, Witt1am, Hampton in fame, Cabin t Maker 

ham Pet — ons 27 Ord Feb 

Brazier, Grorcs, Deal, Grocer Gabebuy Pet Feb 4 
Ord Feb 24 

Ss Mag = Lismore rd, Lismore circus, House 

High Court Pet Jan lu Ord Feb 23 

Cowpy, ay Bovayg, Mon , Sideup, Lamp Manu- 
acturer Rochester Pet Fe 23 Ord Feb 23 

Daxpy, Heasent, Leeds, Dealer ae Pet Feb 21 
Ord Feb 21 

Envss, Freperick Taomas, Droitwich, , Weaeaaten, Builder 
Worcester Pet Feb 24 oes ed 

frecpex, Haroip Jackson ‘.. ler Composition 
Manufacturer Bolton pet Feb 34. Ord Feb a4 

Giumurgs, Anna Euizasetrn, Colsilie ter, Bayswater, 
ion d ng House Kee,er HighCourt Pet Decl4 Oia 
‘eb 23 

Gut, Joun Ropert, Dean rd, Vietn, Wine Merchant 
High vourt Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2 

Growovrt, Euan, wnyy Staite, Miler Stour- 
bridge Pet Jaa a rd Keb 

Hargpman, Ricnaro, ‘ ating. Lancs, Painter Bolton 
Pet Feb 23 Urd Fe' 

Hawkins, Exvias Trask, ‘Sercet, Somerset, Grocer Wells 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Keb 23 

J eee, Joux, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Aerated 

Water Manufactu er Carlisle ™ bine: 2 Ord Feo 

Jones, Davin Hveu, Hesteqzaes, Carnai von 
Gierk Portmadoo Pet Feb 21 Ont ‘eb 2t 

Liyroot, Haawan Ricnarpsoy, Briggate, — Commis- 
sion Agent Leeds Pet Jan 27 Und Feb 

Luray, James Ricaarp, Horndean, Haate, , Se 
Portsmouth Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Moraay, Geonek Epwarv, Gt Grimsby, Labourer Gt 

u eg Pet ty ae ‘me ‘eb 22 — a 

ORGAN miwam, Trealaw, Giam, Collier Pontypr’ 

Pes Fed 22 Ori Feb 2a 

Hansen, Crenee 5 nay, York, Club St.warnd York Pet 

Feb 23) Usa eb 28 

Neitp, Heaneatr Atexaxvrn, Strand Brighton Pet Dee 

20 Ord Feb 22 
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Nockotps, heey jun, Cormieiige, Cattle Dea'er Cam- 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Fe 


Pearse, Georce, ton. D:von, Hotel Pro- 
renege tt oars 
LIMMES, BY ANN, 2 r 
Preston Pet Peb23 Ord Feb 2s 
Foon, Patir Hexry Portem uth , Builder Portemouth 
pone ree at Ord Feb 21 ‘ 
BERTS, JOSEPH, Fomtom, Staff rocer Stoke on Trent 
Pet Feb2 Ord . 


Rosixsox, Wiitiam Henay hea el Tavistock, Devon, 


Rogers, Ruse Cararaixe, Wevmou 
Dorchester Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Seymour, ALrrerp CHartas, Plymouth, Tuilor’s Cutter 
Plymouth Pet Feb 22 Ord F-b 22 
Starrery, Joun Epwarp, Leeds, Painter Leeds Pet Feb 
& = Ea ie Bi Grange over Sands, Bo irding hou 
111m Brant over ne 
wy iPareses Pet Jan 16 Orit eb 22 
guna one, “Pwlls glaw, Cwmavon, Glam, Collier 
‘Aberavon Pet Feb2h Ord Feb Feb 24 
Taackzray, Witrrep, Park, mheffield, General Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Feb:3 Ord Feb 23 
Toon, Jonny Tuomas Wir.iam, LK pry: Hunts, Farmer 
Northampton Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 23 
Watters, Kicaarp Moresx. Pengam, Mon, Grocer 
Tredegar Pet Feb 23 Ord Fed 23 
Amended notire substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 20: 
Crosspate, Wittiam, Oldham, Labower Oldham Pet 
Feb16 Ord Feb 16 











RCaLs of CHARGES for ADVERTISE- 
MENTS of WANTS, Situati: ns, pees ps, Muney, 


Offices, Houses, &c., off red or requi: 


Oxce. 3. 6. 
20 Words ly, 6d, 3s Od. 5s. od, 
° 2a, 3d. 4s. GL. 7s. 6d. 
10s. Cd. 


3s. Od. ts. od. 





” 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL with reyularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Pubiisher, at 27, Chancery-laue, 

Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soricitoxs’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, «rn Wrapper, 52s., 

‘ post-free, SoLicrtoRs’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s. 4d. WERKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 26s.; Country or 
Foreign, 288. 














6 bey LONDON and WESTMINSTER 
LOAN & DISCOUNT COMPANY fae. ) (Bst. 1856). 
QDVANCE Bi MONEY ee farni ay" a 
AD on 
life policies, &c., repayable, INCLUDING INTEREST : . 
£10 One Year, Weekly £0 : $ Monthly > - Ss 
£0 ” 


£30 " ons , 163 
£0 0s, ° Bae: 2 ae. 
40 Si}, a2 24 276 





o~ : 002 Melb 


EDE, SON AND "RAVENSCROFT 


Founorp tx THe Retex or Wiitraw & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THK KING & o.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Levee SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town, Clerks, & Coroners. 
CURPURATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 190). 


BY AUTHORITY 











g uisite under the abuve Acts supplied on the 
very req . 


The BUOKSand FORMS kept in Stock for iamediate use. 
Saann Cxarrecatns, Desenroars, &0., ved and 
printed, Orrictal Seaus designed and execu! 
Solicitors’ Account Becks. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, R. gistration Ageats, &e., 
4, FLEET STRERT, LO tbe, B.C, (corm af 
Capes. s # inn). 





Annual and other Reruras Stamy od and File 
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PRUDENTIAL ASSURANCE 


COMPANY, LIMITED 


CHIEF OFFICE— 
HOLBORN BARS, LONDON. 


Invested Fands exceed 59,000,000. 


Summary of the Report presented at 
the Fifty-seventh Annual Meeting, 
held on Ist March, 1906. 


ORDINARY BRANCH. 


The number of Policies issued during the year 
was 75,293, assuring the sum of £7,211.427, 
and producing a New Annual Premium Income 
of £395 029. 

The Premiums received during the year were 
£4,128,318, being an increase of £154,302 
over the year 1904. 

The Claims of the year amounted to £1,812,618 
The number of deaths was 7,437, and 7,775 
Endowment Assurances matured. 

The number of Policies in force at the end of 
the year was 773,051. 


INDUSTRIAL BRANCH. 


The Premiums received during the year were 
£6,139,050, being an increase of £159,715. 

The claims of the year amounted to £2,261.748. 
The number of deaths was 288,220, and 3,344 
Endowment Assurances matured. 

The number of Free Policies granted during 
pron to those Policyholders of five years’ 
standing and upwards who desired to discontinue 
their payments was 123,586, the number in force 
being 1,102,267 The number of Free Policies 
which became Claims during the year was 
24,698. 

The total number of Policies in force at the end 
of the year was 16,065,268 ; their average dura- 
tion is eleven years. 

The Assets of the Company, in both branches, 
as shown in the Balance Sheet, are £59,464,376, 
a an increase of £4,104,871 over those of 


The Staff Provident Fund, which was founded 
in 1898 for the benefit of the outdoor staff, shows 
a satisfactory increase for the year, the total 
amount standing to the credit of the Fund being 
£148,941. 

Since the completion of the Valuation the 
pave f has reported that in his opinion a 
e increase of to-and-a-half per cent. could, 
with safety, be granted under the principal 
Industrial Branch Tables if provision were made 
for an increase in the liability of £750,000. 
The Board have accordingly revised the Tables 
as from 1st March, 1906, and have made pro- 
vision to meet the increased liability by the 
transfer during the current year of £750,000 
from the Reserve Fund to the Life Assurance 
Fund in the Industrial Branch, leaving this 
Reserve Fund at £1,000,000. The Shareholders 
will be glad to know that this revision affects 
nearly Thirteen Million Policies, and of this 
number over Ten Million Policies receive an 
increase in the sum assured. 

Mesers. Deloitte, Plender, Griffiths & Co. have 
examined the Securities, and their certificate is 

appended to the Balance Sheets. 


FREDERICK SCHOOLING, D. W. STABLE, 
Actuary. Seoretary. 


THOS. C. DEWEY, General Manager. 
The full Report and Balance Sheet can 





Tel. 327 Mayfair. 


Evans & Co. 


Bet.nearly . .« 
Quarter Century. 


“TRUTH” says:— 
“Onur latest discovery in 
Tailoring is Evens, 77, 
Great Portland-street, W., 
who can actually fit.” 

“PIELD” says:—‘ It 
is with some degre of 
confidence that we can 
recommend the Breeches 
made by Evans & Co., 77, 
Great Portland-street, W.” 

We keep a choice ard 
varied st ck of materials 
for Town and Country 
wear at prices strictly 
moderate compatible with 
first-class workmanship. 
Inspection Inv ted. 


FROCK COAT 

from £2 15s. | 

77, Gt. Portiand-st., | 
LONDON, W. 

‘Adjoining Queen's Hall). 








| Deess Sct, Silk Lined, £5 5s. 
































ST. ANDREW'S HOSPITAL 
MENTAL DISEASES, 


NORTHAMPTON. 
For the Upper and Middle Classes only. 


PrRestpent : 
THE RIGHT HON. THE EARL SPENCER, K.G. 


The Institution is pleasantly situated in a healthy 
locality, one mile from the Northam Station of the 
London and North-Western and Mid Railways, and 
ove-and-a-half hours only from London, and is surrounded 
by mure than 100 acres of pleasure grounds. 
The terms vary from 31s 6d. to £4 4s.a week, according 
to the requirements of the case. These terms may be 
reduced by the Committee of Management under special 
"isicath conten Giebiceninsconiinntianshh ditenteate 
atients paying higher 3 can have . 
Horses and Carriages, and Private Rooms in the Hospital, 
or in Detached Villas in the Grounds of the Hospital ; or at 
Moulton Park, a branch establishment, two miles from the 
Hospital. 
‘There is also a Seaside House, Bryn-y-Neuadéd Hall, 
Lianfairfechan, N. Walesa, beautifully situated in a park of 
180 acres, to which patients may be sent. 
For further infurmation apply to the Medical Superin- 
tendent. 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 


SANATORIUM. 


FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 


Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Medical Officers. 


Terms - - - - - 1} to 3} Guineas. 
4 mile from Station, G.E.R. 


Apply to “ Superintendent,” Hillside, Buntiogford. 
INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Princi; 

eLeoraruic Appress: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


Treatment of (INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


Vor Terms, &c., a) y to 
. 8. D. HOGG, M.R.C.8., &c., 
ledical 
Telephone: P.O. 16, Rickmanswoutn, 
Treatment of Inebricty and the Drug Habit, 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST. MARGARET’S, EAST TWICKENHAM, 8.W. 
(Private Home, Licensed, and under Government 
Supervision.) 
op eatemen em mateal thes wales thee Act, 06.80 Tetvet 
atiente, Special Arrangements for leasional Busl- 
ness Men. a Soom Sale & an epen, Boating, Tennis, 

















PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


My Bese. H. E. FOSTER & C 
{successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) 
PERIODICAL SALES of 
REVERSIONS (Absolute and Conti t), 
LIFE INTERE! and AN NUITIES, 
LIFE POLICIES, 
Shares and Debentures, 
Debts and Bonds, and 
Kindred Interests, P 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, £6 
The appointments fixed for 1906 are as follows :— : 
Thursday, March 15 Thureday, August 1¢ 
Thursday, April 5 Thursday, Sept, 6 
Thursday, April 19 Thursday, Sept. 29 
Thursday, May 3 Thursday, Oct, 4 
Thursday, May 17 
Thursday, June 7 
Thurday, June 21 | 
Thursday, July 5 
Thursday, July 19 
Thursday, August 2 
Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. Telegrams, “ Invari. 
ably, London.” ‘Tel. Nos. 999 Bank, and 8539 Central, 


PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS, 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRA 
beg to announce that their PROPERTY AUCTIO 
are held at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on the first 
third Wednesdays in every month throughout the year. 
The dates fixed for 1906 are as follows :— 
Wednesday, March 7 Wednesday, August 1 
Wednexday, March 21 Wednesda: 


‘ y, August 15 
Wednerday, April 4 ‘Wednesday, Sept. 5 
Wed esdav, Apr'l 18 | 


Thursday, Oct, 18 
Thursday, Noy. 1 
Thursday, Nov, 15 
Thursday, Dec. 6 
Thursday, Dec. 20, 





Wednesday, Sept. 19, 
Wedarsday, May 2 3 


Wednesday, Oct. 
Wednestay, May 16 Wednesday, Oct. 17 
Wednesday, June 6 Wednesday, Nov. 7 
Wedaesday, June 20 Wednesday, Nov. 21 
Wednesday, July 4 


Wednesday, Dec. 5 
Wi dnesdav, July 18 Wednesday, Dec. 19 


Vendors, solicitors, and trustees having properties for 
sale are respectfully invited to communicate with the 
Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, EQ. 
Telegrams: ‘ Invariably, London.” Tel. Nos. 999 Bank, 

and 8539 Central. ‘ 


PHGNIX ASSURANCE CO. Lid. 
PHGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 
ESTABLISHED 1782. 


49, Lombard Street, & 57, Charing Cross, London, 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD; 


LimiTED. 
PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Parvramentary Brus, Minutes or Evipence, Booxs oF 
Rerexencer, STATEMENTS OF CLAim, Answers, &c., &6., 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, ‘ 
Aad all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 


HORWICH STRERT. FETTER LANE, LONDON, B.C 
BRAWN D’S 


Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere 

















BRAND & ©O.,. Ltd., MAYFAIR, WwW, 


An admirable Food of the 


EPPS’S 


Finest quality and flavour. 


COCOA 








Cc . 
raing, Netlaate, Resipext Mepica. SyreninTEen DENT, 





be obtained upon application, 





Nutritious and Economical. 


Senbieersee 






